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SIITING OF MONDAY, 24 OCTOBER 1933
Con ten ts
t.
2.
Resumptiott of tbe session
Statement b1 tbe President on euents in
Lebanon
Agenda
hlr Gautier; hlr Bangemann ; Mr Gautier;
IlIr aon der Vring ; fuIr fuIoller ; lVr Sher-
lock; Mr Hord; Mr Konstantinos Niko-
laou ;Mr lVurtz
Air transport 
- 
Second report (Doc. 1-454/
83heo) by fuliss Forster
JlIiss Forster; lWrs Desoucbes ; lllr Franz;
.fuIr llfioorbouse; lWr A[. .fulartin ; Mr
IN THE CHAIR: MR DANKERT
President
(Tbe sitting was opened at 5 p.m)
l. Resumption of the session
President. 
- 
I declare resumed the session of the
European Parliament adjourned on l4 October 1983. I
2. Statemqnt by tbe President on eaents in Lebanon
President. 
- 
Ladies and gentlemen, the dastardly
outrages in Beirut.. .
(All tbe lllembers rose)
strike primarily at France and the United States.
However, other European countries are also repre-
sented in Lebanon. It is true to say therefore that
Europe is particularly concerned at these events.
I Approval of the minutes 
- 
Petitions 
- 
Authorization to
draw up reports 
- 
Referral to committee : See the Minutcs
of this sitting.
Nyborg; -tuIr Ke1 ; tuIr K.H, Hoffmann; Air
Bangemann; Mr Alauanos ; llTr )'Donnell;
Mr Con togeo rgis (Commission)
5. Competition 
- 
Report (Doc. 1-801/83) by
Mr Franz
Mr Franz; llfr Alegaby ; hlr Papantoniou ;
.fuIr aon lVbgau; LIr Beazlej;; lllr
Leonardi ; A[rs Toae Nielsen ; hlr RTan; Mr
Alauanos ; A4r Contogeorgis (Commission)
Annex
-toIr Seal ; Mr Albers ; tulr lY'ekb; iVIr .toIore-
land;fuIr tY'urtz .
I feel that I am voicing the sentiments of this entire
House when I express first of all our profound sorrow
and sympathy to the families of the victims.
I firmly pledge the support of our Parliament for the
efforts being made by European countries to restore
peace in Lebanon.
The sacrifice of our fellow-Europeans will not have
been in vain if it helps to bring peace and liberty to
that sorely distressed part of the world. I would ask
the House to observe a minute's silence in memory of
those young soldiers who gave their lives in the cause
of peace.
(Tbe House obseraed a minute\ silence)
3. Agenda
President. 
- 
At its meeting of 12 October 1983 the
enlarged Bureau drew up the draft agenda which has
been distributed to you.
At this morning's meeting the chairmen of the polit-
ical groups asked me to propose a number of amend-
ments to the House.
(Tbe President read tbe anrendments to the agendas
for Tuesday, lVednesday and Tbursdal)2
3.
4.
ll
2t
2 See Minutes.
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President
Fridal :
- 
since the President-in-Office of the Council is
unable to be present, the two oral questions to the
Council by Mr Johnson, on the protection of the
environment and economic development, and Mr
Gautier, on motor vehicle exhaust gases, are with-
drawn from the agenda. All the other questions,
which are addressed to the Commission, will
remain on the agenda.
Mr Gautier (S). 
- 
(DE) Mr President, thank you for
the information you have just provided. Can you give
an assurance that the oral question on exhaust gases
will not only feature on the agenda of the next part-
session but will be scheduled for debate in the pres-
ence of the President-in-Office of the Council ?
Secondly, I persist in my belief that the remaining
questions on the agenda, in the context of the joint
debate, are somewhat of a hotch-potch. I have never
believed environmental policy to be susceptible to
such treatment and I therefore feel that the questions
I have iust referred to ought, rather, to be taken sepa-
rately, for I fail to see the connection between such
issues as the drought afflicting the Sahel region and
flags of convenience and such-like.
Mr Bangemann (L). 
- 
(DE) Mr President, we had
decided to give pride of place under this item on the
agenda to the question tabled by Mr Johnson and to
consider the remaining questions, including that on
flags of convenience, as dealing with individual
aspects of environmental protection. Mr Gautier has,
perhaps, overlooked the fact that his question deals
exclusively with environmental aspects. It is not my
fault that the questions tabled by Mr Johnson and Mr
Gautier to the Council have to be withdrawn in view
of the latter's absence. Nevertheless I feel that the
colleagues who have tabled such questions are most
interested in keeping them on the agenda and I would
ask you therefore to leave it unchanged. I am not sure
that Mr Gautier's proposed change has been moved in
the correct manner.
President. 
- 
Mr Johnson's question is a kind of
umbrella question covering all the others, and since
that is being withdrawn, I think that there can no
longer be any question of a joint debate. I feel there-
fore that we can now take the various questions sepa-
rately.
Mr Gautier (S). 
- 
(DE) Mr Bangemann has obvi-
ously not been paying sufficient attention to the
proceedings. I agree with your suggestions on the
procedure, Mr President, but I would also ask you to
carry forward my question, and that of Mr Johnson, to
the next part-session and to treat them separately on
that occasion. Community citizens have a special
interest in seeing legislation to control exhaust gases
being treated as a subject in its own right, rather than
one point among many in the overall context of a
general discussion on environmental protection, I
have requested such a separation with a view to
enabling Parliament to provide the public with an
unambiguous stance on the issue.
President. 
- 
\Uflhether this item can be put on the
agenda for the next part-session will depend on
whether the Council can be present or not. Further-
more, the November and December agendas are
already overloaded. However, we shall see what we can
do.
Mr von der Vring (S). 
- 
(DE) I have a question
concerning Friday's proceedings. rU7ill the vote on
those reports on which the debate has been concluded
on Thursday be taken on Friday after the oral ques-
tions and the debates on them, or will it be taken
beforehand ?
President. 
- 
Mr von der Vring, the vote on reports
already dealt with will be taken first thing on Friday.
After that we continue with the other debates.
Mr Moller (ED). 
- 
(DA)W President, it is only 14
days since the enlarged Bureau drew up the draft
agenda, and representatives of the Council were
present who accepted these items. It seems very odd
to me therefore that now, on Monday, we are told that
the Council President cannot attend on Friday.
Anyone can, of course, be unavoidably detained, but
no reason whatsoever is given to explain why the
Council President cannot be here on Friday to answer
the oral question which has been on the agenda for a
fortnight.
President. 
- 
Mr Msller, this was accepted with the
proviso that the President-in-Office of the Council
would be able to be present on that Friday. !7e had
good hopes that he would be, but he is not able at this
moment.
Mr Sherlock (ED). 
- 
Mr President, I must agree
with the observations made by Mr Gautier and Mr
Bangemann on this relegation yet ag in to a latterday
debate of two important environmental matters.
Important though the budget is, these matters touch
upon the lives of every citizen in this Community
every day. Had those who drew up the agenda and put
on it these two matters, both of which are referred to
the Council, cared to look at their diaries, they would
have seen that the 28th of this month, which is next
Friday, is one of the most important national holidays
in the Greek calendar. I think that just a little fore-
thought on the part of those who draw up the agendas
could save this sort of time-wasting nonsense.
Finally, I must agree with the observation by Mr
Gautier that it is time, if these matters are put off to
another part-session, that matters pertaining to the
environment should cease to be packed away in any
odd corner that is left in any small part of the agenda.
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President. 
- 
Mr Sherlock, I think that your remarks
are not fair. This is the first time that the enlarged
Bureau has proposed to the House that it deal with a
number of oral questions 
- 
not reports by commir
tees 
- 
which have been trailing along on our long
list for a considerable period of time. Of course, we try
to combine the questions to the Commission with
questions to the Council. As for the holidays in
Greece, well, anyone who is President of the Council
these days will probably not have much holiday
anyway. That is really all that one can say about the
unavailability of the Council on Friday next.
Mr Hord (ED).- Mr President, in the light of the
information which has just been furnished by 
-y
colleague Mr Sherlock 
- 
namely, that it is a Greek
public holiday on Friday 
- 
would there not be some
merit in transferring the business which we are
discussing from Friday to, say Thursday afternoon,
particularly now that Mrs Nielsen's report is with-
drawn and, with the consent of the House, I would be
very happy for my own report to be taken on Friday
morning ? In this way we should get the business
done on Thursday and everybody would, I hope, be
satisfied, including the Greek representatives, who will
still be able to go on holiday on the Friday in ques-
tion.
President. 
- 
Mr Hord, you know that we have the
budgetary votes on Thursday. It is very difficult to
foresee their duration 
- 
they might be rather long 
-and I think the GAfi report will also take a consider-
able period of time. Moreover, a new report has been
added to the agenda on Argentinian refugees. So the
agenda on which we have already agreed without a
night sitting makes it highly improbable that we shall
be able to deal with those questions also on Thursday.
Mr Konstantinos Nikolaou (S). 
- 
(GR) Mr Presi-
dent, I would like to thank our two British colleagues
who mentioned the Greek national holiday. Neverthe-
less, let me say that the Greek Members of the Euro-
pean Parliament will be here on Friday until I p.m.,
when their flight is due to leave. Thus, there is no
need to postpone the debate, but in any case I thank
our colleagues for their suggestion.
Mr I(urtz (COM). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, just a
remark on the Arndt report. !fle only received this
text on the day prior to the final date for the tabling
of amendments. I would therefore ask you if you
could possibly extend the deadline to tonight.
President. 
- 
Mr '!tr?'urtz, I accept what you say. I
propose therefore that the deadline for tabling amend-
ments to this report be fixed for 8 p.m. this evening.
The same will hold for the Scrivener and Pfennig
reports. The deadline for tabling amendments to the
new items entered on the agenda is fixed for 12 noon
tomorrow.
(Parliament adopted tbe draft agenda tbus
amended)l
4. Air trdnsport
President. 
- 
The next item is the second report
(Doc. 1-454/83/rev.) by Miss Forster, on behalf of the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs, on
the proposal from the Commission to the Council
(Doc.t-740181 
- 
COM(81) 590 final) for a direc-
tive on tariffs for scheduled air transport between
Member States.2
Miss Forster (EDI, rapporteur, 
- 
Mr President, I do
not believe that this Communiry can afford to be
protectionist. The days when Europe was the rich
man's table are gone. Those seeking jobs or trying to
run businesses which create iobs are faced with a
world in recession where pe<lple protect themselves
and their countries' industries. They protect what they
have for fear that any opening up or liberalization will
look like weakness. I believe they are wrong. Those
who hide from reality grow weaker, not stronger.
The scheduled airlines are the same : they are ex-
tremely protectionist. They have too many large aero-
planes chasing too few passengers, because in an era
of rising costs and unemployment there are not
enough people who can afford to pay for the seats at
the prices they are now asking. So what do they do ?
They protect themselves from anybody who might
offer lower prices and different services. They say they
have the divine right to run air services in Europe
their way, at their prices and to protect their jobs.
If God were a European, I am sure he would disagree,
because he has wings of his own and can get around
the place. From London to Athens, for example, he
would not pay I 280 Club Class or I 221 Eurobudget
- 
which you cannot even cancel if you are ill. And
neither, Mr President, would I. I went for f 85 to the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs in
June, which voted unanimously, with only three
abstentions, for the directive as amended by the
committee. It is now my duty as rapporteur to ask this
House to do the same and vote in favour of the direc-
tive.
I know I have support in some parts of this House,
and I will therefore address my remarks to those who
I know are against the report.
'Itr7ho are these people from six different countries
who move almost identical amendments ? They are
uncannily alike. I am sure they are all charming
I Speaking time : see Minutes.
2 See also OJ Annex No l-292 pp.287-295 and p. 312, as
well as Debates of 4 July 1983, pp. 4 and 5.
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and intelligent, but they do appear to be a trifle incon-
sistent. Mr Hoffmann and Mr Herman I would
r-rormally expect to believe in free competition. Mr
Halligan, Mr K.y and Mr Carossino and Mrs
Desouches 
- 
who are they representing with their
amendments ? Not the consumer, that is for sure,
despite their Socialist and Communist beliefs. They,
Mr President, are the airline group ganging uP to
protect the flag-carrying State airlines. Their protec-
tionist line may be right in the short term 
- 
there
will be no disturbance, no changes and no redundan-
cies. But what about the situation in five or ten years'
time ? Are the flag-carriers going to be competitive
when flying outside Europe to third markets ? No, I
do not believe they will be. Passengers will choose
instead the People's Express or a revamPed Pan Am.
And what is happening inside Europe ? Is the develop-
ment and growth of European industries going to be
helped by airline tickets which arc at an artificially
high level, thus putting an added burden on manufac-
turing industries which are doing their best to
compete with Japan and Far East low-cost producers ?I am a Conservative and I believe in preserving the
best of the status qluo: to this extent I sympathize
with some of the amendments ; but in the long term,
Mr President, I believe my committee is right and the
amendments are wrong.
Introducing a little competition on a route-by-route
basis, that is all we are asking for. \fle are not asking
for deregulation overnight. I am sure it would be good
for the airlines and good for the airline users.
Mr Hoffmann and his friends, I feel, have feet of clay ;
they should try to fly a little higher, a little faster and
a hell of a lot cheaper.
(Applause)
Mrs Desouches (S). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, I shall not
go into the substance of this debate, as I feel that
everythin& or iust about everything, has already been
said, but I would like to comment on the procedural
aspects the House has witnessed with regard to this
report. I believe such a procedure provides a classic
example of the way in which Community procedures
can be deflected from their real objectives and Parlia-
ment assigned a useless and even ridiculous role.
The mechanics are quite straightforward : the Commis-
sion submits to Parliament for the latter's opinion a
proposal for a directive ; once the Commission has
gone through the formal motions it can then proceed
to draw up its own text with a free hand. Since spring
we have known that the Commission was working on
new proposals and that, I quote,' it will be necessary
to alter certain points of the directive in order to take
account of the changed statutory and economic situa-
tion'. Notwithstanding, the Commission is still drag-
ging its feet and stubbornly refusing to allow Parlia-
ment to raise the issue of the changes envisaged. The
Commissioner responsible informed our Committee
on Economic and Monetary Affairs that 'it need not
concern itself with the validity or otherwise of the
texts submitted to it'. In other words, we are there to
vote and not to ask questions, least of all intelligent
questions. I would add that such an attitude brings the
Parliament into disrepute in the eyes of the airlines
which understand, only too well, the Commission's
game and will thus be emboldened to ignore a Parlia-
ment whose powers have so obviously been repudi-
ated. Some time ago we debated medium-range
projects. S7e are now confronted with an immediate
problem, one which concerns the real power of this
Parliament. You will, I trust, appreciate that my group
and I are not, under the circumstances, favourably
disposed towards this directive.
Finally, Mr President, with regard to Miss Forster's
motion for a resolution I would Point out,to my
colleagues that there is a page missing from the text
which has been distributed and that they have not got
therefore Articles 10, ll and 12 which is, to say the
least, somewhat embarrassing.
President. 
- 
As far as the French version is
concerned, Mrs Desouches, you are quite right. As a
result of a technical error there is one page missing.
Mr Franz (PPE). 
- 
(DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, my group, the Group of the European
People's Party, shares Miss Forster's regret that the
free market forces are being prevented from func-
tioning in the air traffic domain by national protec-
tionism and subsidies. It must be obvious to all that
this lack of competition is a fundamental flaw in
Community air transport. More efficient competition
in this sphere, however, presupposes that all market
participants operate under the same conditions.
Nationalized and semi-nationalized carriers, sheltered
as they are from the eventuality of bankruptcy, are
every bit as much out of place in this scheme of
things as monopolies, cartels and other concentrations
of market power. Although the domain of air traffic,
unlike that of other modes of transport, is not subject
to Community regulations on competition, we are
nevertheless fortunate in having a viable European air
transport system which assures scheduled air services
between the Member States of the European Com-
munity. However, the intricacies of a pricing policy,
difficult enough for the expert to come to grips with
and therefore well-nigh impossible for many users,
coupled with a lack of market transparency result in a
national market compartmentalization and,
consequently, considerable restrictions on competi-
tion. Equal opportunity for the competing airlines in
the air traffic sector has yet to become a realiry. A
framework in which this can be achieved must first be
created before this sector can be exposed to free
competition. A transitional period will be called for. It
will take some time therefore for the conditions of
free competition which will ensure a user-oriented
market to be attained in this sector.
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The exposure of the air traffic sector to a greater
degree of deregulation is, however, both necessary and
possible already, even if this has to proceed cautiously
in order to avoid damage. The safety, precision and
punctuality which have been characteristic of Euro-
pean air transport must be maintained. Hence the
need for compromise.
The Forster report, now before us, on the Commission
proposal to the Council for a directive on tariffs for
scheduled air transport between Member States
follows in the footsteps of the Schwartzenberg report
and represents an additional milestone on the way
towards the application of Community competition
rules to the air transport sector.
Community air transport needs more competition,
more transparency for the consumer and, con-
sequently, more deregulation- One can only subscribe
completely to Miss Forster's contention that the
existing restrictions on the European market are one
of the chief reasons for excessively high air fares.
Fortunately European air space has been hitherto free
of barriers, but the achievement of a completely free
Community internal market would ensure a simplifica-
tion of the formalities and hence considerable cost
reductions. There is no reason why a Di.isseldorf-Paris
flight should be any more complicated than one from
Diisseldorf to Munich.
The exhaustive discussion of the Commission's pro-
posal for a directive and the motion for a resolution in
the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs
has resulted in numerous substantial amendments and
improvements and has underlined the significance of
this proposal for Community air transport. The imple-
mentation of the directive throughout the Community
will lead to a more efficient tariff practice in Commu-
nity air transport as a result of increased competition.
The Group of the European People's Party has tabled
several amendments and we look forward to their
adoption. Although my group does not subscribe
unconditionally to the Forster report, we would
nevertheless like to extend our thanks to the rappor-
teur for the unstinting effort she has put into it. Miss
Forster, we have not made things easy for you in the
committee stage nor, indeed, here in the plenary and
we should be grateful that you have not thrown in the
towel. A complex and sensitive area such as that repre-
sented by air transport cannot be changed with one
bold stroke. However, we agree with your contention
that this represents a step in the right direction.
Hence the PPE group is prepared to vote in favour of
the motion for a resolution provided our amendments
are incorporated.
Mr Moorhouse (ED). 
- 
Mr President, in our
opinion the rapporteur has donc' a great job. Her
thoroughgoing analysis and her thoroughly sensible
recommendations could go far to help develop a
common air transport policy for Europe. The time has
now come for the Council of Ministers to get to grips
with this vital issue and not to dilly-dally any longer.
They must show the people of Europe that they are
not merely the lackeys and the stooges of the national
air carriers.
Mr President, this proposal from the Commission
marks the third stage in the Community's efforts to
bring air transport undertakings within the rules of
competition of the Rome Treaty and so liberalize
scheduled air services within the EEC and indeed in
Norway, Sweden, Spain and Portugal. ltrfe are abso-
lutely convinced that this is the only way to develop
still further the internal markets and bring down air
fares which are still far too high, notoriously so on
certain routes, not least in Scandinavia.
The first stage was the adoption by Parliament and
the Council of Ministers of the directive on inter-
regional air services, which takes effect on I October
1984. That will give air carriers the opportunity to
start up entirely new services at cost-related fares. That
is the crucial point 
- 
cost-related fares, not fares that
are a rip-off which only the bureaucrats and the busi-
nessmen can afford because they are not paying the
fares themselves. More than that, the new directive
will enable new air services to be opened up on
such routes as Aarhus to Hamburg, Manchester to
Toulouse, Liverpool to Antwerp, Copenhagen to Stras-
bourg, to name but a few.
But to bring the IATA air carriers and the men who
run them within the rules of competition of the
Community and to get agreement on this proposal on
air tariffs is a much tougher proposition than the
inter-regional air services draft directive ever was. '!7e
know all too well, as do our colleagues in the Council
of Europe, that the IATA carriers, with one or two
honourable exceptions, are fighting a tough rearguard
action, a relentless campaign. They are determined,
ruthlessly determined, to resist Community legisla-
tion. !7e see ample evidence of this in the strenuous
efforts that the national air carriers are making here at
Strasbourg up to this very minute, and over lunch and
dinner, to win colleagues to their side. Let us therefore
make it abundantly clear that our prime duty 
- 
and I
appeal to my colleagues here 
- 
is to our constituents,
to our electorate, and not to that small exclusive
clique of powerful airline heads who seek to perpet-
uate their iron hold on the airways of Europe.
Mr President, was it not Abraham Lincoln who once
said, yu can fool sonte of the people all the time, all
tbe people some of tbe time, but lou cannot fool all
tbe people all the time ! So it is with people and
airfares ! People can see perfectly well for themselves
how the newly-famous US airline People's Express
can fly a person across the Atlantic from London to
Newark in the United States for no more than 9. 99
single.
(Interruptions fron the left)
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They do not like this, but this is a fact ! ! 99 single,
3 000 miles or so. Yet it costs as much as I 255
economy fare to be flown from, say, Rome to Copen-
hagen.
Mr President, there is absolutely no doubt in my mind
that scheduled air fares on many European routes are
too high, absurdly so, and they could be significantly
reduced by airlines run on less extravagant lines and
operating more economical aircraft.
(Furtber interruptions from tbc left)
You do not like competition ! \U(e know that quite
well. Nor do you like cheap fares. That, of course, we
also know only too well. You should be here to repre-
sent the constituents of Europe and not the big airline
interests !
This directive will not be passed unless and until it is
agreed by the Council of Ministers. This is what we
have to work for. Alas, it is all too clear that despite
intense activity by the Commission, by the European
Parliament and by the Council of Europe, the Trans-
port Ministers, with maybe nwo or three honourable
exceptions, are not prepared or are too timid to inter-
fere in the affairs of their national airlines. Indeed, it
is not going too far to say certain national airlines act
as a state within a state...
(Protests from tbe left)
. . . regarding themselves as out of reach of the law. I
will give you an example. The chairman of Lufthansa,
Mr Ruhnau, when he paid a visit to Strasbourg, was
frank enough to show that he did not appear to be
aware that the Community could conceivably affect
his freedom of action. He, like the USSR, does not
recognize the Community. Equally, Mr President, in
Denmark it is somewhat difficult to liberalize Scandi-
navian air transport policy because the official in
charge, Mr Halck, is also on the supervisory board of
SAS, and one does wonder whether such a situation is
legally or morally acceptable.
So, given these obstacles, it would seem that we are in
for a war of attrition. 'We may yet have to ioin my
honourable colleague, Lord Bethell, in his now
famous legal action to try and get a fair deal for air
travellers in Europe. How much better it would be if
airline heads could see sense and come to terms with
the political realities !
Mr President, failing an early solution, let the airline
heads not underrate our determination, both in this
Parliament and in the Council of Europe, to invoke
the Rome Treaty and thereby give air travellers greater
freedom of movement through lower air fares, a cause
for which all of us, and I make this final appeal to
my colleagues, should strive. 'We shall certainly be
supporting the report.
(Applause fron tbc European Democratic Group)
Mr M. Martin (COM). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, at its
second reading in the Committee on Economic and
Monetary Affairs the revamped Forster report did not
strike us as noticeably different from the first version
which had evoked considerable criticism from my
group, the French Communists and Allies.
The amendments to the Commission text, whilst intro-
ducing a greater degree of coherence than had
prevailed in the wake of the previous vote, are either
purely cosmetic or, alternatively, tend to further shift
the thrust of the directive in what we consider to be
the wrong direction. Admittedly, some concessions
have been made in the presentation with a view to
rendering the text more attractive. Thus Article 3 no
longer refers to 'costs' but 'overall costs'. The principle
of standardization of freight charges and equalization
of different airlines' charges, while not being admitted
formally, would now appear to be tacitly recognized.
In the main, however, the amendments only lend
weight to our original point of view.
I shall give three examples. On the arbitration proce-
dure to be set in motion to resolve disputes, both the
wording of the directive as it currently stands and that
of the proposed amendments introduce an unbeliev-
able degree of bureaucracy. In the case of additional
state aid to airlines, one of the new amendments envis-
ages investing the Commission with power to ensure
that such aid is in conformiry with Article 92 (3) of
the EEC Treaty.
Furthermore, consultations between airlines would be
subiect to Commission supervision, and the Commis-
sion would be called upon to rule on the compati-
bility, or otherwise, of specific concerted practices
with the rules on competition laid down in Article 85
(1) of the EEC Treaty.
As to the motion for a resolution, it bears the obvious
hallmarks of the proponents of deregulation. The
objective of attaining a gradual liberalization owes a
lot to the incessant barrage of criticism which has
assailed national air carriers, which are subject to the
constraints that are incumbent upon a public service
and that are incompatible with the consideration of
transport as just another product.
Finally, convinced that the international agreement
concluded in 1967 provides a framework within
which price-fixing mechanisms can envolve, we do
not intend to emulate the authors of the motion for a
resolution in their desire to establish a Community
authority to oversee civil aviation. The de facto result
of such action would be the departure from IATA, a
framework eminently capable of responding to the
challenge of elaborating an improved civil aviation
tariff system.
For all of these reasons we shall be voting against the
proposal for a directive and the motion for a resolu-
tion.
(Applause 
.from the Communist and Allies Group)
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Mr Nyborg (DEP). 
- 
(DA) Mr President, I should
like to say at the outset that, while I speak on behalf
of the European Progressive Democrats, some of the
views I present will be my own.
I have spoken in this forum for the cause of liberalism
in the past, and I shall do so again today. The aim of
an air transport policy should be to benefit the
consumers to the maximum extent possible and at the
same time to ensure that the various air transport
undertakings in the Community operate under the
same competitive conditions. In this context we
should prevent the air transport undertakings from
limiting free competition, for example, by means of
pool arrangements. It is also the task of the Commis-
sion as the guardian of the Treaty. S7hen we look at
the development of civil aviation in the world, we
have to agree that it is the private companies which
have been the driving force in the reduction of prices
to the advantage of the consumer. It is also the private
companies which have been most innovative in their
thinking. It was the private charter companies, for
example, which made a serious effort to provide air
lransport for the man in the street. In Denmark we
have seen how entrepreneurs ready to take initiatives
organized charter flight traffic on systematic lines to
the advantage of sun-starved northerners and to the
advantage of the tourist industry in the south.
I am one of those people who have followed Sir
Freddy Laker's fight over the North Atlantic with
interest and enthusiasm, and I am one of those people
who are annoyed at the fact that it costs more to fly
from London to Copenhagen than to fly from London
to the USA. There is a need for new thinking and
greater flexibility in the air transport sector. This is
recognized in the more or less state-owned national
air transport undertakings. I note, for example, that
the SAS annual report for l98l-82 says on the subject
of fare conferences under IATA auspices that : 'A
consequence of fare coordination is that international
fare setting is often characterized by rigidity and lack
of innovative thinking'. Let us have greater transpar-
ency in the fixing of fares. It is quite conceivable, for
example, that there are certain airports which impose
unreasonable landing and take-off charges.
I have proposed an amerldment to the motion for a
resolution irr the Forster report which may seem exten-
sive in its scope, but I think we should make the
proper distinctions. If a state-owned company, for
reasons of national or regional policy, maintains an
otherwise uneconomic route from the centre of the
country to a remote area, its cost should not be a
charge against the price of a ticket on other routes,
international routes for example. If there are regional
or social reasons for the tariff policy, it should be
shown clearly in the accounts.
As I have said, there is a need for new thinking in air
transport. Down here on terra firma, we see discount
stores of all kinds prospering. \7ould not something
of the kind be conceivable in the air transport busi-
ness ? IThy should young people on long journeys, for
example, not have the option of taking packed
lunches with them on the plane and save themselves
the cost of the meals provided ? \7e are quick to criti-
cize and compare European air fares with those in
America, and I must admit, Miss Forster, that there is
no direct comparison, but that is our own fault. If we
had made better progress in creating the European
internal market, we would have been able to secure
reductions in air fares on the internatinal routes
within the Community. Indeed, on some routes today
you might almost think that the waiting times for pass-
port and customs formalities in transit are longer than
the time actually spent in flight.
Let me conclude with the following observation: if
private companies are given more of a chance, we
shall undoubtedly see an increase in the number of
passengers travelling by air. \Ufe shall see people on
aeroplanes who previously never had the means to
avail themselves of this convenient and rapid mode of
transport, and an increase in passenger traffic will, all
things being equal, be to the advantage of the air trans-
port industry as a whole and hence to the consumers
as well.
Mr Key (Sl, drafxman of an opinion for tbe
Committee on Transport. 
- 
Mr President, as maiority
members of the Committee on Transport and the
Socialist Group we listened with great interest to the
very pleasant and very polite words of Miss Forster. In
reality, however, her proposals are not as polite or as
pleasant as she makes out. She is, in fact, in favour of
deregulation. She is in favour of complete free compe-
tition. I think it was all summed up in the words of
her colleague and co-conspirator, Mr Moorhouse, who
stated very clearly that he was in favour of cost-related
fares and that he wished the whole of the air transport
industry to be brought within the crude rules of our
rules of competition. The proposals put fonward by
Miss Forster would destroy the regional services of this
Community. Small regional airports whether in the
Highlands of Scotland or in areas like my own, like
Bradford, and oiher regional airports throughout the
whole of the Community, would be finished because
they would not be able to compete. The private
competitors will only go for the cream, and they will
take the cream and forget about everybody else.
Secondly, they are totally irrelevant to the policy
which transport should be pursuing, namely, pro-
viding a service for the individual consumer. You are
only interested in profit. There is such a thing in trans-
port as public service obligation. We are there to
provide a service for people, not something that some-
body can make a linle bit of profit out of today and
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ignorq tomorrow. We have seen too many examples of
people who have moved into industry 
- 
especially
into the transport industry 
- 
made their money very
quickly by providing a cheap service and then disap-
peared, letting the service rot, the consumer being left
with no resources available to him.
In reality what you want is to deny a transport service
to the consumer. That is what your proposal means. It
is intended to feather-bed certain individuals who
want to go in and take the cream. That is my answer
to you lot over there.
However, my real criticism and my real questions are
directed to the Commission. !(hat I really want from
them today is a clear statement setting out the exact
status of the existing directive on air tariffs and how
this relates to the memorandum which they have told
us they will produce in November. I want it on four
specific points 
- 
how the directive will be related to
this memorandum, their attitude on country of origin,
their position on pricing and zones, and finally,
whether they will allow us, the Community and the
existing industry to continue with the multilateralism
which has been so successful in the past. Those are
the questions I want answered by the Commission.
Our group and the Committee on Transport have
tabled amendments against the directive and against
the resolution. lVe will support those all the way
down the line. But what we really want is for the
Commission to tell us today what they are proposing
to suggest in their memorandum in two or three
weeks' time.
Mr K. H. Hoffmann (PPE). 
- 
(DE) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, in a resolution on Community
air transport adopted in l98l the European Parlia-
ment set out clearly the preconditions necessary for
the liberalization of the air transport sector in the
Community. At that time some of the most crucial
conditions were the creation of a common currency, a
Community-wide uniform fuel tax and uniform
passenger customs clearance at Community borders.
Such conditions have not yet been met; this House
has pressed for their implementation time and again,
but the Council is still dragging its feet.
If we have not yet been deflected from our conviction
that a degree of deregulation is also necessary in the
air transport sector, it is largely due to our sharing the
beliefs of our worthy rapporteur Miss Forster and my
good friend James Moorhouse that something has to
be done for the flying public in the Community. Such
a commitment in the form of cheaper fares does not
mean, however, that we are prepared to throw out the
baby with the bathwater by eliminating those carriers
who not only fulfil their transport commitment in the
Community but at the same time manage to do so at
a profit, in the absence of the preconditions I have
outlined earlier. rUTe are not prepared to have a hand
in such a practice.
I am aware of the effort Miss Forster has put into the
compilation of this report, but I feel that had she
displayed a greater readiness to compromise and a
greater sense of cooperation, it would have precluded
the resort to the array of amendments which have
been tabled, with the result that she could have
counted on the House adopting her report by the very
large maiority enjoyed by the report on Community
air transport two years ago. To proceed in this way
does not appear to come easily to some of our British
colleagues. The fanaticism inherent in my good friend
Moorhouse's approach 
- 
as evidenced in his incarna-
tion of the Archangel Michael, complete with flaming
sword in order to cast into outer darkness all who,
while calling for competition, wish to see this taking
place in an orderly fashion 
- 
shows just how easily
we can fall into the danger of losing sight of the
realistic stance the Community ought to adopt,
because we think that, like the United States, we have
a large integrated market.
'We have, however, yet to achieve a common currency.
An air ticket in Great Britain is still priced and paid
for in pounds sterling, in the Federal Republic of
Germany in Deutschmarks, in France in French
francs and so on. This aspect alone is responsible for a
wealth of injustices and cost differentials whose elimi-
nation will require more than just the magic word
'deregulation'. I7e must therefore set about creating a
judicious set of preconditions. Our group, the PPE,
feels its amendments, if adopted, will have done just
that. If we can work together to ensure their adoption,
I feel I would be in an position to guarantee Miss
Forster's report the large majority she would then
have deserved.
(Applause)
Mr Bangemann (L). 
- 
(DE) Mr President, it is my
belief that some of the arguments advanced have
clouded, rather than clarified, this problem. To begin
with, no one can make competition a fetish. There are
conditions which have to be complied with. There are
certainly also public service factors that require the
regulation of certain aspects of competition. lWe in
the Liberal and Democratic Group do not in any way
consider the introduction of competition as some
kind of panacea. Nevertheless, the present situation is
characterized by a variety of problems which have
been skipped over by our colleague from Yorkshire in
raising the problem of regional air transport. In fixing
my gaze on the chairman of the Committee on Trans-
port, I have to say that there is not the shadow of a
doubt that the current practice favoured by the large
national carriers, both on tariffs and availability and
choice of destinations, has operated to the detriment
of precisely those small regional airports.
I
I
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Both for Scottish and a variety of other regional
airports it is worth pondering this. I can provide exam-
ples : in the Federal Republic a small airline
commenced flights between Miinster/Osnabriick and
Z$rich. No one showed an interest in providing such
a service, and neither of the two major airlines,
Lufthansa and Swissair, was prepared to include it
among its scheduled flights. The small airline in ques-
tion, however, had sufficient entrepreneurial courage
to see the opening for flights operated by the type of
light aircraft long ago abandoned by the maior
airlines. Lo and behold, the service proved to be
viable. The airline's authorization was, however, only
granted for one and a half years. When the service
iurned out to be viable after all, the small airline's
authorization was not renewed and Swissair jumped in
and ran the service for some time. Eventually it lost
interest and that was the end of that. That is the
problem ! That is why we must identify those argu-
ments which are justifiable and carry weight in the
transport sphere. !I7e cannot simply say like the
Americans, 'Now go off and compete nicely with one
another' 
- 
to adapt a famous saying by a former Presi-
dent of the Federal Republic 
- 
and then sit back and
feel that all will be well. That is certainly not possible,
but I cannot, for all that, subscribe to threadbare
pretexts 
- 
and the monetary situation is, in my
opinion, one such pretext 
- 
for restricting competi-
tion.
In conclusion I should like to say that, in the light of
this debate and the amendments tabled, we should
take a good look at what should be permitted in the
way of competition, with a view to eliminating one
imbalance that obtains in the Community at Present,
namely, that which affects the small, disadvantaged
regional airports. This must be remedied in an orderly
fashion if chaos is to be avoided. That is what I
perceive as the real debate, not competition at any
price or rules that exist only 
.in the planners' pipe-
dreams. If we could address ourselves to this real
debate, we could make a worthwhile contribution
towards an improved European air transport system.
(Applause)
Mr Alavanos (COM). 
- 
(GR) Mr President, we
accept that there is a problem for working people and
consumers in connection with high air tariffs.
However, we disagree with the central notion of the
Commission's directive and the report of our
colleague Miss Forster, which, in the guise of concern
for the consumer, expresses the interests of the private
sector and attacks the national State airlines. \(e
believe that the problem of air tariffs, particularly for
our own country but more generally as well, cannot be
dealt with by the economic criteria of the private
sector but by social and national criteria.
\(e believe that, for our country at least, the problem
of air tariffs can be met by rational organization of the
State airline. Among other things there must be parti-
cipation by the workers themselves. International
flight tariffs can still be defined within the framework
of IATA and in accordance with the principle of
unanimity. rve disagree entirely with the attempt to
establish a Community authority in the sector of air
transport, and in good faith we would like to draw the
Greek Commissioner's attention, in particular, to the
enormous dangers that this would create for Olympic
Airways, the Greek national airline : firstly, from the
possibility that Articles 85 and 85 of the Treaty might
be applied to air transport; secondly, from the
problems arising in the relationship between the State
and a national airline and thirdly, from the efforts
made to abide by the principles of competition even
in relation to flights to provincial airports.
For these reasons we shall vote against the Forster
report, but I would like the Commissioner to give a
great deal of thought to the problems that might be
created for Olympic Airways, our national airline.
IN THE CHAIR: MR ESTGEN
Vice-President
Mr O'Donnell (PPE). 
- 
Mr President, at the outset
I wish to congratulate Miss Forster very sincerely on
the immense amount of work she has put into the
preparation of this report and also a previous report
over a long period of time.
\flhen I spoke in this House in December 1982 on
her first report, I expressed regret that I could not find
it possible to support the report. On this occasion I
must say that despite the fact that there are some
significant changes and modifications in her report, I
still am forced to vote against the report.
I must explain that I represent a small, peripheral
island country, vitally dependent on air links for trade,
commerce and tourism. The maintenance and safe-
guarding of these vital air links depends largely on our
own national carrier 
- 
Aer Lingus 
- 
operating
under the present structure. In fact, only this morning
I learned of a decision by two British carriers
operating into Dublin to terminate their services, one
between Liverpool and Dublin, the other between
Leeds and Dublin, as from 1 November. Services
between Ireland and those very important UK centres
now depend on our own national carrier. Neverthe-
less, as I said, it is only fair that credit be given to
Miss Forster for the fact that she has improved consid-
erably some aspects of her original report. She has
made several significant changes to the document
which resulted from our debate at that time. Some of
these changes represent a move in the right direction,
and I sincerely congratulate her and her committee
on them. I am thinking particularly of the change to
the recital which removes the restrictive conditions
i1
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relating to inter-airline consultation. Also to be
commended is the reference to direct operating costs
in Article 3 (lb). This change removes one of the
objections which we had to the Commission's original
proposal.
However, we are concerned about other proposed
changes. I refer especially to Article 6 which deals
with disputes and arbitration. The suggestion from the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs is that
a fare over which two States are quarrelling should
come into force automatically in the absence of a deci-
sion by the proposed advisory committee. This provi-
sion, in my opinion, goes much too far. I must also
say that I am very unhappy with the whole matter of
enforced arbitration included in Article 5, whereby
either of the disputing States may force the other to
the arbitration table.
May I also express extreme dissatisfaction with one
unfortunate phrase in Article 3 which the Commis-
sion regards as the core of its proposal. I refer to a
requirement that fares be reasonably related to the
cost of a carrier, on the assumption that its principal
place of business is located in the State of origin of
the fare. This is an extremely cumbersome provision
and militates against the avowed intention of the
Commission to simplify and to speed up approval of
fares.
Finally, may I summarize what I said on the occasion
of the last debate. There is no apparent need for
Commission intervention in the fare-setting
machinery. Both Commission and European govern-
ments have declared that in general fares and costs are
in reasonable relationship. The present structure is, in
my opinion, flexible enough to cater for new fare
initiatives, while at the same time preserving the
control by government which is so essential to a
public service entity like air transport and also
preserving the rights of all Member States. I must
therefore vote against this report.
Mr Contogeorgis, Mentber of tbe Commission. 
-(GR) I would first like to congratulate Miss Forster on
her excellent report and the Committee on Economic
and Monetary Affairs on its amendments. In addition,
without this being considered contradictory, I would
also like to thank the Transport Committee and its
rapporteur Mr Key for their comments. The Commis-
sion's two proposals, i.e. the one we are now debating
concerning air tariffs, submitted in the autumn of
1981, and the other on the timing of the application
of the competition rules to air transport, cover two
important aspects of the policy on air transport. In the
two years that have passed since the two proposals
were submitted they have been debated many times,
both in Parliament and in other bodies of the Commu-
nity. More particularly, a point was stressed that is also
contained in Miss Forster's report. It is mentioned in
the resolution and the concluding comments that the
proposal for the regulation on air tariffs cannot stand
alone, but should be included in the broader frame-
work of a policy on air transport. The Commission
accepts that this view has its merits. Indeed, as is
known, we are drawing up a memorandum from the
Commission to the Council concerning policy in the
civil airways sector which will cover the basic subiects
touched upon by Miss Forster. This memorandum
will supplement a previous one from the Commission
in 1979 and will examine the problem of air tariffs
within the more general framework of the way in
which civil airlines function in Europe. The memo-
randum on which we are working has not yet been
completed, and the Commission will therefore take
Parliament's views concerning the matters raised by
Mr Key into account when the memorandum is final-
ized. !7hen the memorandum is submitted to the
Council, the Commission proposes to recommend
that the Council ask Parliament for its opinion, so
that Parliament may have the opportunity to express
its views 
- 
and this despite the fact that the Commis-
sion's proposals will be based on Article 84 (2) of the
Treaty.
Now, what I have said does not mean that the
Commission is inclined to withdraw the proposed
regulation we are debating. However, the thoughts
inspired by this parliamentary debate have clarified
certain problems for the Commission, and we hope
that when our memorandum on air transport policy is
completed, as I hope it will be rowards the end of this
year or the beginning of the next, we will be in a posi-
tion to include, perhaps in an appendix, amendments
to the proposed regulation in question. Many of these
amendments are sure to be based on amendments put
forward by Parliament, which, of course, I cannot
specify in detail now. In other cases we have become
aware that, by embodying the regulation on tariffs
within the broader framework recommended by Miss
Forster, we might come to view the matter in a
different light. I hope the House will understand that
in such cases we may not necessarily accept the
amendments exactly as they stand, but I assure you
that, one way or another, we shall embody their basic
thinking within the more general framework of this
policy.
Mr President, ihe subject of air tariffs is of great polit-
ical importance, and there are many sides to it. It is a
difficult and complex problem. However, as the
Commission's President Mr Thorn said when
addressing Parliament at the beginning of this year,
when he was presenting the Commission's schedule
of work, the Commission takes the view that progres-
sive liberalization of civil airways within the Commu-
nity will make an important contribution to its
internal cohesion, and. will be to the benefit of the
consumer. Our aim will be to achieve this without
foregoing the undoubted advantages which the
existing system has offered up to now. \fle shall
proceed step by step, avoiding sudden breaks. Parlia-
ment's views on this will be most valuable, and I hope
I
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that we will be able to embody the spirit of this
debate as fully as possible in the memorandum we are
preparing.
President. 
- 
The debate is closed.
Votel
5. Contpctition
President. 
- 
The next item is the report (Doc.
l-801/83) by Mr Franz, on behalf of the Committee
on Economic and Monetary Affairs, on the twelfth
report by the Commission of the European Communi-
ties on competition policy (Doc. l-253183).
Mr Franz (PPE), rctpporteur, 
- 
(DE) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, 'in the field of commercial
policy the European Community is gradually losing
its liberal fig-leaf'. Such is the contention of the Swiss
Banking Corporation in its article 'Protectionism 
-the challenge of the Eighties'. I am convinced that
such a statement is an exaggeration. 'Maintenance of
undistorted competition is one of the fundamental
principles of the free market economy on which the
Community is based; the Commission's task,
pursuant to the Treaties, is to secure its application.'
These highly pertinent and most unambiguous
sentences mark the introduction to the Commission's
nwelfth report on competition policy. The eleventh
report continued to adhere to what is referred to, in an
aside, as 'essentially' a free market system. The adher-
ence to competition, a self-imposed commitment by
the Commission to the maintenance of undistorted
competition, is clearer than that of the preceding
Commission reports. The clarity and unambiguity of
the Commission statements should be supported fully.
The twelfth report's condemnation of the way in
which the whole business of subsidies has got
completely out of hand is just as unambiguous as its
adherence to undistorted competition and the free
market system. \Thereas last year the Commission
showed an open-minded attitude towards the practice
of state subsidies 
- 
albeit limited by the necessity of
preventing distortions to intra-Community trade 
-the twelfth report on competition is very clear on this
point : only those subsidies which truly improve the
competitiveness of Community industry and contri-
bute towards the creation of permanent iobs were
approved of. Such a call cannot be sufficiently force-
fully underlined. The House has witnessed numerous
debates on the subject of subsidies which have given
rise to considerable trade distortion in the European
Community. Suffice it to reiterate that subsidies
have, in many cases, rgsulted in whole branches of
industry, which had been protected in whole or in
part against exposure to competition, being no longer
viable on the world market. In the past, subsidies have
impaired entrepreneurial decision-making ability,
performance and willingness to take risks 
- 
all of
them essential ingredients in the free market system.
They will continue to undermine entrepreneurial adap-
tability and market management mechanisms in the
future. \U7e must ioin forces with the Commission in
taking firmer action than heretofore to put a stop to
the Community's abuse of the subsidy system if we
wish to prevent whole sectors from becoming uncom-
petitive. Some subsidies are, of course, inevitable.
However, where this is the case, they must be
completely transparent and subject to strict time
limits. Ve ought not lose sight of the considerable
number of jobs in the Communiry that could not be
maintained even with the help of subsidies, in spite of
hopes that these subsidies would safeguard the iobs in
question. I am particularly heartened to see that we
are of one accord with the Commission on this point
too.
It is encouraging that the Commission has under-
lined, in much stronger terms than ever before, the
significance of the European Parliament and coopera-
tion with it, both on scope and content. There are
already tangible signs of this. Cooperation with the
European Parliament and its significance for competi-
tion policy are being emphasized in just such terms.
'Whereas the eleventh report on competition
mentioned, almost condescendingly, that Parliament's
recommendations were often very helpful, it is now
apparent that our annual debates on the Commis-
sion's report on competition are given special signifi-
cance !
In the light of the persistent economic crisis, and its
effect on European integration, a sufficient degree of
competition is imperative. Only unrestricted and
undistorted competition can underwrite the full force
of the economy, provide a sufficient stimulus for tech-
nical and economic progress and, by harnessing the
individual constituents of the economic process,
provide it with optimal direction. The appropriate
Community competition policy must guarantee the
central role played by competition in the Community.
The focal point of the Community's free market
system is freedom of economic activity within the
constraints dictated by competition and the legal
system. Competition is an instrument with which to
comply with the desires of the consumer in the
market-place. Furthermore, it is instrumental in
providing solutions to problem areas. In this category
we may put innovations such as the introduction of
new products, and new production and management
methods. As our colleague, Mr von Bismarck, has
repeatedly commented in this House, a free market
bereft of competition can never be truly social.I See Annex.
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I would now like to turn to Japan, a subject which has
also been dealt with in the present report. \(e in the
Community ought to spend less time bemoaning the
ill effects of Japanese competition and more in
focusing attention on the nature of the challenge
underlying it. There are at present more than one
hundred Japanese-owned factories in Europe, and the
European Community currently plays host to almost
50 000 Japanese citizens.
In addition to English and French, the Japanese study
Italian, Dutch, Danish, Greek and German. Some
3 000 students are currently enrolled at Japanese
universities in Germanic studies as against some 200
students following Japanese studies at universities in
the Federal Republic. The disproportion is all too
obvious. Naturally we must continue to press for
greater access for Communiry goods to Japanese
markets. The conditions should be no different from
those prevailing on Community markets for Japanese
goods. I$(/e should and can do more in this respect.
We must have a stronger presence on Japanese
markets in many areas ; this would involve going a
stage further than simply learning the Japanese
language. \Ufle must try to understand their mentality if
we wish to be more successful. It should be borne in
mind that Community exports still far outstrip those
of Japan. I(ie continue to have a technological lead in
many areas. This can only be maintained if we resist
the temptation to restrict competition and instead
promote it. In this respect the occasional agreements
on self-restraint, often viewed as a panacea, cannot be
considered an alternative to free trade: by easing the
compulsion to innovate they could be inherently
dangerous. They can only be justified in exceptional
circumstances and for a limited duration with a view
to promoting competitiveness, and are as incapable of
replacing the innovative forces and the adaptability of
the Community economy as are state-managed and
promoted export drives. We must measure up to inter-
national competition, in particular to that of Japanese
industry. so that improved Community research and
development can contribute to eliminating a state of
affairs in which Community job losses have their
corollary in Japanese job creation.
This twelfth Commission report on competition has,
naturally, weaknesses and deficiencies. In com-
menting upon the Commission's tenth and eleventh
competition reports Parliament urgcd the Commis-
sion to address itself, in rhe twelfth report, to restric-
tive practices on the internal market. Whereas the elev-
enth report simply ignored this request, the Commis-
sion has, in the latest report, gone some way to meet
Parliament's desires. There are other areas in which
the Commission has not fully complied with Parlia-
ment's wishes. Not all of the issues raised in the
respective parliamentary reports of Mr Beazley and Mr
Papantoniou on the Commission's tenth and eleventh
competition reports have been taken up. To
summarize, however, it must be underlined that this
twelfth Commission report is clear and comprehen-
sive and demonstrates a more resolute commitment to
defend a competition based on the European Commu-
nity's free market system and a greater determination
to uphold it for the good of the whole Community
than has hitherto been the case. For this we are very
grateful to the Commission, and in particular to Mr
Andriessen and Mr Caspari.
(Applause)
Mr Megahy (S), draftsrnan of an opinion for tbe
Legal Affairs Committee. 
- 
Mr President, the LeSal
Affairs Committee has tabled ten amendments to this
report. I do not think that this necessarily reflects a
ground swell of discontent amongst members of the
Legal Affairs Committee. It reflects the fact that, unfor-
tunately, Parliament's procedures were such that the
advice of the Legal Affairs Committee was received by
the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs
after it had prepared its report. So several of our
amendments are not unduly critical. I think some
seek to stiffen up considerably the wording of the
report by the Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs, and two or three take issue with points that
are made there.
May I just very quickly look at some of the major
amendments we seek to make. !7e start off by
welcoming the increased attention which the Commis-
sion is paying to procedural matters. There is no
doubt that in the last two or three years they have
paid considerable attention and that there have been
improvements. Nevertheless, we think that these
improvements should continue and that there is no
reason to be complacent. I think we expressed this in
the first of our amendments, Amendment Np 2.
In Amendment No 4 which is related to paragraph
25, we have come back to a subject that we have
dwelled on many times in the Legal Affairs Corn-
mittee, namely, the scarcely diminishing backlog of
notifications and applications for negative clearance
and exemptions which the Legal Affairs Committee
considers constitutes a distortion of conditions of
competition within the Community. \fle feel that
recent moves by individuals and undertakings demon-
strate that the application of the rules is a matter for
very great concern within the Community. In fact, we
go on to point out in our Amendment No 5, where
we ask for a new paragraph 25 (a), that there is
increasing emphasis within the Communiry on
dealing with competition matters in the national
courts. In relation to this we are saying that, first of
all, there ought to be a uniform standard of protection
for rights in national courts, otherwise one is going to
get a disparity of decisions made in various Commu-
nity countries, and we add to this that there ought to
be a procedure for compensating individuals which
could be implemented by the national courts.
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Amendment No 8, on paragraph 25, seeks to replace
the whole paragraph. I think that the text proposed in
this amendment by the Legal Affairs Committee is
much stronger than what the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs says. lVe first of all
emphasize the need to be able to comment in the
plenary session on these matters, because we do not
think it is sufficient for the Committee on Economic
and Monetary Affairs or any other committee simply
to comment on such matters without it coming before
the plenary. However, we go on in the last of the
three paragraphs in that amendment to call on the
Commission to put forward a proposal to amend Regu-
lations Nos 1762 and 1965 so as to provide that the
implementing regulations may not be adopted or
amended without prior consultation of Parliament.
This is to respect the spirit of the Treaty, in particular,
Article 87. $7e feel that this restores to Parliament a
right which was originally there and was subsequently
taken away.
On the subject of comfort letters, again I think our
amendment is much'stronger in tone than what is
being iaid by the Committei on Economic and Mone-
tary Affairs. I7e call for certain specific measures to be
considered, i.e. the possibility of provisional exemp-
tions or decisions of limited duration in time.
With regard to the fundamental principles of Commu-
nity law which require a f.air hearing to be given in
proceedinSs, I think that the view of the Legal Affairs
Committee differs from that of the Committee on
Economic ahd Monetary Affairs and is concerned
primarily to see that the principles recently outlined
by the European Court of Justice in the pioneer case
are taken into account by the Commission. Following
the recent pioneer case, we are also calling in one of
our amendmenb for the Commission to make a full
statement oh the access of undertakings under investi-
gation io the case file, in particular, where Commis-
sion inspectors' reports are concerned.
On structural over-capacity, our amendment high-
lights two matters. We are concerned that there
should be strict compliance with the requirements of
Article 85 (3) and we are asking the Commission to
look at the possibility of block exemption regulation
and to see that it is given careful consideration in this
area.
I do not think the other amendments are matters of
any considerable substance, \7e do have an amend-
ment down asking the Commission to extend the
scope to other matters. However, I feel that, if
adopted, these amendments by the Legal Affairs
Committee would help to improve the report.
(Applause from tbe left)
Mr,Pepantoniou (S). 
- 
(GR) Mr President, there is
general acceptance by all sides of this House of the
importance of a competition policy in ' fulfilling the
Community's aim to create conditions in the
Common Market that will protect the consumer
against exploitation by monopolies and cartels, and
promote an effective distribution of productive
resources within the Community's economy.
It is also accepted that the competition policy plays a
critical part in present-day conditions of. organiza-
tional adaptation and in major changes in the relevant
price structures, in the patterns of demand, in tech-
nology and in the international economic situation of
the last decade. However, Mr President, it is also quite
plain that the distribution of the cost of organizational
adaptation among various regions, social groups and
sectors of production in the Community is unequal.
Implementation of the regulations governing a free
market makes a much more severe impact on areas
that are lagging in development, on weaker social
groups, and on those production sectors particularly
exposed to international competition. These differ-
ences and inequalities are not sufficiently taken into
account in the Commission's implementation of the
competition policy, and this inadequacy is not
pointed out in the Franz report. That is one basic
reason why the Socialist Group does not agree with
the report.
Another reason is that the report does not acknow-
ledge the special problems posed by multinational
companies in the implementation of regulations
regarding competition. As you know, multinational
companies spread their activities worldwide, and this
means that they control a very considerable fraction of
the productive resources. This poses special problems
in implementing a competition policy, which are also
connected with conflicting legislations. These
problems are not recognized by the Commission in
implementing the regulations, nor mentioned in the
Franz report.
An important aspect of these problems is the well-
known one of the overcharging and undercharging by
multinational enterprises, which has assumed enor-
mous dimensions in recent years. This too is ignored
by the Franz report.
The report also contains two paragraphs, numbers 47
and 49, which refer to nationalization in an entirely
unacceptable way. Specifically, it is claimed that
nationalization goes against the spirit of the Treaty of
Rome. Ve are obviously opposed to this point of
view, and I am sure the Commission agrees with us.
Finally, the Franz report adopts an unreasonably strict
attitude in connection with State aid. To be sure, we
agree that State aid that serves exclusively national
aims should be scrutinized by the Commission.
However, where the aid is consistent with Community
aims, it should not be discouraged, but on the
contrary encouraged because it promotes the integra-
tion of the Community and helps to overcome the
economic crisis. Subsidies for technological research
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and regional development are consistent with the
spirit of the Treaty of Rome and with the Commu-
nity's aims and must consequently be encouraged and
not regarded as of declining importance, as Mr Franz
would have it.
I must also point out that the convergence of
economies within the Community is indeed one of
the Community's aims, and therefore that subsidies
which serve it, i.e. that promote the development of
regions within the Community that are lagging,
should be examined by the Commission in a positive
spirit ; this too is ignored by the Franz report.
For all these reasons the Socialist Group will vote
against the report. However, if the amendments I have
put forward seeking the omission of the more extreme
and unacceptable points in the report are accepted,
then the Socialist Group will abstain.
(Applause from the left)
Mr von Wogau (PPE). 
- 
(DE) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, in contrast to the previous speaker I
can inform the House of my group's unequivocal
support for Mr Franz's excellent'report. The reason ?
Ifle believe that no other institution is as well-suited
as the market to ensuring that consumer demand is
met by the appropriate producer supply. The precondi-
tion for the market's ability to fulfil its social objective
is Community enforcement of the rules of the free
market system. The area of competition affords the
Community one of its most crucial opportunities of
exerting influence on our economic system. The
annual Commission report on competition provides
an occasion to evaluate the extent to which this oppor-
tunity has been used.
To begin with, one has to recognize that the Commis-
sion, in enforcing the competition rules, has had more
success with individual firms than with the Member
States. Initiatives which seek to reverse this trend
should have the full support of this House. \fe ought
to ask ourselves whether a fundamental paradox of
Community competition policy resides in the promo-
tion and tolerance of behaviour in specific economic
sectors which incur heavy penalties in others.
Let us take the steel industry as an example. It is
accepted practice that steel producers collectively set
quotas with the Commission as active overseer ; if,
however, a few craftsmen get together with a view to
dividing up the market along similar lines, they will
incur heavy fines. One has to question the moral
stance of a State which requires its citizens to adhere
to a specific code of behaviour from which it absolves
itself.
(Apltlausc)
I believe the lesson to be drawn from this is that,
precisely in the steel sector, we should endeavour to
return to a situation of unrestricted competition, that
the prevailing trade distonions in this sector should
be finally removed. Tike the most recent suggestions
emanating from the Federal Republic of Germany to
restore customs posts at its frontiers to prevent steel
imports from other Community Member States, or the
suggestion that redundant steel workers be retrained
as customs officers so that they in their turn can
prevent imports of steel from other Member States 
-and just such a suggestion can be found in the report
of the steel experts of the Federal Republic. One can
hardly imagine what kind of mind would be capable
of conjuring up such ideas. This demonstrates the
absurdities and perversions which have been brought
about by derogations from the competition rules in
the Community. Such a state of affairs must be
redressed without further ado. And action undertaken
by the Commission with a view to reinstating the
Community competition rules in the steel sector can
count on our full support.
A second bad example which we have decried time
and again is that of state aids to nationalized indus-
tries. When the state uses public tax revenue 
- 
of
which a good deal has been contributed by small and
medium-sized enterprises 
- 
to subsidize large under-
takings, and I would remind Mr Papantoniou that
such large nationalized undertakings are, simultane-
ously, multinationals which are thus subsidized by
small enterprises so that they can sell at prices which
squeeze the latter out of the market, then we are
dealing here with a further example of inherently
contradictory Community competition policy.
This Parliament has repeatedly pressed for transpar-
ency in this area. I(e have urged that Member States
be obliged to provide details of the extent to which
their nationalized industries have been subsidized, and
we are heartened that the obstacles which have hereto-
fore impeded the attainment of this obiective have
now been removed by the Court of Justice of the
European Communities. !7e trust that the thirteenth
Commission report on competition will provide an
occasion'for us to ascertain full details of the extent to
which the basic rules of the European Community are
being violated, as well as the extent of the subsidies
accorded to nationalized enterprises from taxpayers'
contributions.
Yet another area characterized by Member State trans-
gressions is that of public procurement. Should, for
example, a commune in Bavaria decide to build a new
school, it is obliged, under Community legislation, to
publish Community-wide an open invitation to
tender. I[7hen, however, the Member State authorities
who are the most important purchasers of advanced
technology 
- 
witness Post Office purchases in the
electronics field 
- 
issue invitations to tender, it is
done on a purely national basis. Thus each large
Member State has its own principal supplier, the
authorities in the Federal Republic calling upon the
services of German suppliers and those in France and
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the United Kingdom on French and British suppliers
respectively. A quite unique and solitary exception is
the case of the Federal Republic of Germany, which
manages to allocate 5 o/o of. its total public procure-
ment to non-German suppliers, but I believe this fails
to do justice to the demands of the market.
Our two experts, Professor Michel Albert and Prof-
essor Jim Ball, have come up with what I consider a
very significant calculation when examining the
government procurement sector. Community indus-
trial production is geared towards small national
markets and is thus unable to benefit from the
economies of scale which accrue from mass produc-
tion. This makes European Community products
about l0 Yo dearer and is responsible for annual
excess costs of 40 000 million ECU. Such a sum could
be put to better use in alleviating Community social
and economic problems rather than squandering it
through unnecessary protectionism.
A further critical area to which the Commission's
twelfth annual report on competition addresses itself
is that of the transfer of technology. This provides us
with an opportunity to fundamentally revise Commu-
nity policy on patents and licensing. For quite some
time we have been discussing the Commission's regu-
lation liberalizing licensing arrangements. I would
point out that such rules are of crucial importance for
competition policy and, more particularly, for policy
oriented towards innovative technologies. Today the
area of technology is characterized by very lengthy
development and starting up periods. The develop-
ment of a new product often takes seven to nine years.
A further two or three years is invariably necessary
before the product has obtained the various authoriza-
tions which will enable it to be marketed throughout
the ten Member States of the Community.
Patents, however, expire after 18 years. No sooner,
therefore, has a product achieved a breakthrough on
the market, and the concomitant profits begun to
materialize, than the revenue from licensing a9ree-
ments will have almost come to an end. Existing
patent rules operate strongly to the detriment of small
undertakings which do not have wide distribution of
their products through subsidiary companies and for
which revenue from patent and know-how agreements
is one of the few possibilities of making their inven-
tion internationally lucrative.
lUfle expect to see the new liberalizing regulation
submitted also to our Committee on Economic and
Monetary Affairs in the near future. \U(e ought to insist
that competition rules in this sphere be so framed as
to meet the requirements of the future. It is always
regrettable to have to remark how in the area of
competition policy the economic principles first have
to be cast in the fornr of legal provisions and then
interpreted by the legal experts, even though in many
areas these legal provisions have in the meantime
been overtaken by the economic reality. I feel that
one of the principles of Community competition
policy and one of our preoccupations must be to
match the legal provisions to the actual underlying
problems. We must not squander and forfeit future
opportunities through rules which we ourselves have
drawn up.
I shall now turn my attention to the question of indus-
trial concentration in the European Community. I
have to admit that product development costs are so
astronomical in certain branches such as the aviation
and aerospace industries as to render mergers and
cooperation agreements unavoidable. However, I feel I
must warn against considering mergers as a panacea
for restoring competitiveness in this area, for bigness
is not always an advantage. It inevitably leads to an
increase in bureaucracy, and firms are no exception,
and it must therefore often be seen as a brake.
Many of the real innovations within the Community
are not the work of these mammoth concerns but
rather of the small and medium-sized undertakinp, of
inventors who, hitting upon an idea, set up their own
businesses, managed to tap venture capital, developed
their idea and brought it on to their respective
markets. Undertakings such as these in particular
require a competition policy which will afford them
unrestricted access to our internal market, Communi-
ty-wide. Community competition policy must not be
allowed to foster mergers ad infinitum so that we end
up with iust one mammoth European concern with its
inherent intolerable bureaucracy. Instead the guiding
principle and the main preoccupation of our competi-
tion policy should consist of opening up the extensive
Community internal market and affording access also
for the small and medium-sized undertakings.
(Applause from tbe centre)
Mr Beazley (ED). 
- 
Mr President, my group
considers that the Franz report on the Commission's
twelfth report on competition policy deserves the
thanks of this House for its definite, clear and forceful
statement of the responsibilities of competition policy
and the lines it must follow to play its part in the
formation of a fully-fledged internal market. However,
of special importance is what Mr Franz's report says
about the relation between competition policy and the
competitiveness of the Community's trade on an inter-'
national basis and in the international market. This
report will, therefore, receive the full support of this
8rouP.
Furthermore, the strengthening relationship between
DG IV of the Commission and this Parliament and its
various committees gives confidence that the Commu-
nity's competition policy may be developed as a posi-
tive instrument to assist in the creation of a common
market and in strengthening the Community's
economy by a sensitive appreciation of the needs of
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both these internal and external markets rather than
purely as a policing authority to cope with contraven-
tions. Of course, the relationship between Parliament
and DG IV still has a very long way to go before it
can fulfil its potentiality.
The scope and presentation of the Commission's
competition report is steadily improving, and it is
becoming an increasingly helpful report. However, it
is disappointing that Mr Franz had to write his para-
graph 5l pointing out the number of cases where pre-
vious reports by this House have apparently received
little or no attention from the Commission. This
default must be corrected at the first opportuniry if
mutual confidence is to increase.
Secondly, I consider it important that the Commis-
sion and the Council should pay due attention and
give proper support to Parliament's claim to play an
appropriate part in competition policy. This House is
indisputably the representative of the people of the
Community in all its aspects. How can this House
properly carry out its representative role if it has no
formal position in matters so directly affecting the
public and commerce and industry as did the renewal
of Regulation No 67167 ? \7hy should the responsible
committee have to write an own-initiative report
under Rule 47 in order to express its views ? I submit
that the participation of Parliament in clarifying issues
and pointing out the need for the regulation to be
based on principles very materially helped the
Commission to extract itself from the maze into
which it had strayed in the renewal of Regulation No
67 167.
Likewise, I submit that the same will be the case with
the proposals on selective distribution. Once more we
have had to use the only instrument available to us, a
resolution leading to an own-initiative report, in order
to have a vehicle to intervene on behalf of the people
whom we represent on this important proposal.
It is within the powers of the Council, on a proposal
from the Commission, to set this matter right. And I
believe that Parliament has earned this right and will
continue to justify the confidence which it asks the
Council and Commission to extend to it.
Next I would like to draw the Commission's attention
to what I believe is a serious gap in its organization 
-that is, a means of evaluating in advance the likely
consequences of its proposals. As the competition
Commissioner well knows from a presentation at the
London Conference on competition policy, which
many representatives of this Parliament and the
Commission attended, the United States anti-trust
authorities benefit from the work of a sizeable group
of practical economists whose responsibility it is to
prepare this pre-legislative economic investigation and
evaluation process 
- 
a group, furthermore, that turns
over at regular intervals to keep its approach fresh and
actual.
I am confident that the benefits which such an addi-
tion would provide to DG IV would not only receive
the support of this House but also ensure much
greater confidence on the part of trade and industry in
the proposals of DG IV.
Finally, I would like to suggest that the Commission
should take care in evaluating the extent to which
competition policy on its own can assist in creating
the common market and the competitivity needed by
the Communiry to be successful in international trade.
In many of its measures the creation of the common
market is the basis of its proposals, but it often works
on too narrow a front. We all know the extent to
which national interests restrict the scope of the
common market and hold back the speed at which it
can be created. I suggest that Directorate-General IV
must widen its horizons. It must have a greater appre-
ciation of the urgency with which the Community
needs a real common market. It must concert its
efforts throughout all the directorates-general of the
Commission. Not only must it be more effective and
quicker in eliminating State aids, but it must be more
aware of the need to break down the obstructions to a
common market for services and must evaluate where
the common market is weakened by the fiscal and
financial policies of Member States.
Lastly, may I say in regard to the creation of a
common market that I do wish that we could hear
more often ringing out from the bathroom of the
Commissioner the word Eureka. He has a bigger iob
to do and less time in which to do it than he may
imagine, and this House will support him if it gives
him its trust.
Mr Leonardi (COM).- (17) Mr President, the role
assigned to competition in the EEC Treaty is an ancil-
lary one : in Article 3 it is considered as one means 
-amongst others 
- 
of achieving the general develop-
ment objectives set out in Article 2. It is not so for the
Commission, which, in the t'welfth report, singles out
competition as being alone capable of ensuring a
definitive optimal allocation of resources. Competition
is thus imparted an absolute value, a view with which
we are in strong. disagreement.
After years of progress, this Communiry in the present
extremely difficult situation is in danger of regression
because, instead of going ahead with common policies
- 
which should, among other things, define the
scope and function of competition 
- 
we are now
assigning to competition a decisive role and some
kind of absolute, universal, ideological value 
-contrary to the historic realities of our existirrg
systems. These are, let me remind you, mixed-
economy systems, with built-in provision for public
intervention and respect for values other than those of
the forces of competition.
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Mr Franz is falling into the same trap. Let me just
refer to a few passages of his resolution. Paragraph 22
calls for acceptance of Japanese competition : in the
present conditions we should, instead, make it our
first duty to equip our industries to meet, on an equal
footing, the competition of a country that is
thoroughly, structurally, protectionist. Japan should
first of all allow European firms to enter its market ;
instead it simply concentrates on conquering our
markets. Paragraph 35 approves the criteria adopted
for the acceptance of restrictive agreements : yet these
are essentially based on the firms' performance, rather
than taking account of overall Community interests.
Similarly, paragraph 40 expresses concern over enlarge-
ment of the Community, particularly as regards the
possibility of applying the rules of competition to the
new member countries: no thought is given to the
aids necessary to bring their economies closer to the
level of the developed countries. Finally, paragraph 49
deals with nationalization. Although reluctantly, the
rapporteur accepts this, mainly because in most cases
it concerns enterprises faced with bankruptcy and
saved by state intervention : but he makes no mention
of the need for measures to enable these enterprises to
participate in fair competition both within and
outside the Common Market.
!7e believe, Mr President, that no universal principles
- 
whether they be of competition or nationalization
- 
will get us out of our present difficulties. \7hat we
need is comprehensive and specific policies that can
command a broad democratic consensus. Policies that
are consonant with the mixed economies in which we
live and which today are in a state of crisis.
Mrs Tove Nielsen (L). 
- 
(DA) Mr President, 25
years after the establishment of the Community, we
have to recognize that the internal market does not
function as it was always intended it should. We have
eliminated the external tariff barriers, but a whole
range of internal problems have unfortunately arisen.
\7e have acquired a whole series of technical barriers
to trade, as they are known. They might also be
termed a form of protectionism, indeed a form of
nationalism. All this, whether it be technical barriers
to trade, increasing nationalism or protectionism, is in
direct conflict with the spirit and letter of the Treaty
of Rome. '$(/e must therefore make an effort to achieve
the functioning of the internal market and the
removal of these technical barriers to trade. It is easy
to look for an explanation in the economic situation
in which our Member States find themselves in these
years. After all, everything is so much easier in a
period of economic upturn. We are currently in a
period of economic decline, but when we enter into
binding cooperation such as precisely that arising
from membership of the European Community, all
the Member States 
- 
hence also their governments
- 
must learn that we cannot be protectivc towards
our own nations, towards our own national business
interests, and forget that we are involved in binding co-
operation. This means that we are a unit which must
be built upon, that we have to localize enterprises
geographically where they are best placed to produce
competitive goods. Different operations must be sited
in different regions on purely geographical considera-
tions.
Instead what is unfortunately being done is, on the
one hand, to create these technical barriers to trade
and, on the other hand, in certain quarters to give
national aid to firms in order to keep them alive artifi-
cially, perhaps on the pretext of preserving jobs 
-that is understandable. In a period with such an
incredibly high level of unemployment as we have in
these years 
- 
12-14 million out of work in the
Community 
- 
of course we have to do everything in
our power to safeguard existing jobs and to create new
ones. But we shall not do it by giving national aid and
by artificially keeping alive certain firms for which
there is no future in any case. This is an artificial form
of support, which will only be of help for a limited
period to the firms that receive it.
At the same time, companies which have a good
chance of prospering and which have shown imagina-
tion and creativity in manufacturing products that can
be sold, experience detriment commensurate with the
state aid which is given to the firms which are not
viable, and that is very serious. It is finally down to
the internal market, and if that is disrupted and condi-
tions of competition are such that we are no longer
able as a unit to meet the challenge of competition on
the world market at large, we shall get into really
serious economic difficulties.
It is time to change our tactics. It is good that the
Commission realizes barriers to trade must be dealt
with. The twelfth report which we have before us
shows that very little has actually been done. But this
point is emphasized very clearly by the rapporteur,
and of course we in the Liberal Group will back the
Franz report, as we did in the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs. It is a very sensible
document, since it stresses free competition, which of
course must be the vehicle that will carry Europe
forward to create a better future for us all.
But there is still plenty to do, and for that reason we
think it excellent that a matter of such importance as
the small and medium-sized enterprises should be
tackled. The report makes it quite clear that the
Commission must play its part is promoting the right
conditions and investment possibilities for the small
and medium-sized enterprises and in stimulating their
readiness to invest.
I have already said that we must be competitive on
the world market at large, but when we think of the
challenges we face, both from the Americans and the
Japanese, we must concede that at the present time
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Europe has fallen behind in the race. 'We must learn
to meet the challenges, we must strive to apply new
technology, so that we can compete on the world
market at large. There is therefore something to be
achieved, and we must be clear about one thing : we
cannot achieve it unless we do something about
training, unless in Europe we have people who are
-qualified to do the iobs which are needed to meet the
challenges we are facing. Otherwise, we may as well
pack up and go home. In all seriousness, I do not
believe that those people of socialist persuasion who
think they have the answer to unemployment will
miss the chance of doing something about employ-
ment. For if they do miss it, nothing will happen,
which is why it is a good thing that we have voca-
tional training in the Treaty of Rome as an area in
which something can be done. We must get to griPs
with it.
I shall conclude, Mr President, by saying that an error
has crept into Amendment No 1, at least in the
Danish text, which was tabled by one of my
colleagues and myself from the Liberal Group. It
concerns paragraph 40, under which we are anxious to
adopt a positive attitude towards the development
which will take place when Portugal and Spain join
the Community. !7e feel that the manner in which it
is expressed in the ofiginal text of the Franz report,
with fears of this and fears of that, is too negative a
way of tackling the problems. Our proposal therefore
states that we 'considei that the difficulties arising as a
consequence of the enlargement of the Community
should be' 
- 
and the word here should be 'loselige',
i.e. 'capable of solution'. Unfortunately the exact oppo-
site appears. \07e do, of course, think that the
problems, the difficulties we rnay be faced with on
enlargement, are problems which 
'have 
to be solved. I
would ask that this amendment be understood in this
light, and not as it appears in the Danish text.
Mr President, we are happy wit\ the Franz report, and
we will give it oul full backing. I hope we shall soon
be a little more representative than we are at Present,
for it is an important field. Quite simply the future of
Europe depends on the internal market being able to
function, for it is only on the basis of an internal
market which functions adequately that we can meet
the major challenges facing us. !fle can tackle them if
we only have the will to do so.
President. 
- 
Mrs Nielsen, I think that only the
Danish text is incorrect.
Mr Ryan (PPE). 
- 
Mr President, the special aids
which Ireland gives to encourage manufacturing indus-
tries are well known and accepted. Because of
Ireland's acute rate of structural unemployment, even
before the current recession, its relatively high depen-
dence on agriculture and the rapid rate of expansion
of its population, with the birth rate more than double
the death rate, our European Partners generously
agreed that Ireland might continue to grant facilities
to encourage the development of industry.
\0fle are grateful to our Euroepan colleagues for that
concession. But we have recently come to doubt their
sincerity, certainly the sincerity of some of them who
have expressed support for Ireland bqt have outbid
Ireland in the attractions offered to industry. Lately a
number of new industries which were about to be esta-
blished in Ireland switched at the last moment to
other European countries, because Ireland's richer
European competitors offered more attractive and
costly aids. As a result nearly 17 in{ustries and,4000
jobs were lost to Ireland, and Ireland is after all, apart
from Greece, the poorest member of the Community,
and with Belgium the one with the highest rate of
unemployment. This is a situation of which any
decent European ought to be ashamed.
I would like to translate those small figures into the
larger European dimension. As far as the Federal
Republic of Germany, Italy, France and Great Britain
are concerned, the loss of 4 000 fobs to Ireland would
means proportionately 80000 to 100000 iobs lost in
their countries. The Commission and the Council of
Ministers will really have to ta[e urgent and effective
action to stop the racket of comPetitive bidding for
industrial investment at the expense of Poorer
Member States. This is not an issue for interminable
debate and negotiation. The Treaty of Rome enshrines
the principle of improving the living standards of all
Europeans so that all may erljoy equal and improved
living standards. The practice of a rich European
country outbidding a poorer one flies in the face of
that goal and must therefore be stopped forthwith.
The Commission's proposal for a superlevy on milk
production would create a problem 20 times more
severe for the Irish economy than the impact that the
budget refund has on the Britisl economy. We are
sympathetic to the British in their problem. But if to
the despondency created by the milk proposals is
added alarm at the failure of the Commission and the
Council of Ministers to stamp out unfair bidding for
industry, the dream in Ireland of European unity will
become a nightmare.
The cure to the scourge of unemployment in Europe
will not be found by beggar-my-neighbour policies. If
we try to export our prciblems to others, they will retal-
iate. The only effective way to give European industry
the uplift it needs is to agree on European-wide coop-
eration so that Europe may enioy the economies of
scale and modernization being implemented in the
United States and in Japan.
The area of greatest abuse is piobably the public
sector, in particular public s€rvice purchases. As a
consequence of government-arranged protectionism
to favour native industries, the US and Japanese inves-
tors are tempted to set up industries in those countries
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which fail to respect their European Communiry obli-
gations. France and the UK particularly are gaining
investment by breaking the rules. The Commission
fails to act. lVhat a way to say you are serving a
Community ! In Ireland 40 o/o of. manufacturing is
related to exports. Much of it is in those areas where
there is most protectionism, for instance, telecommu-
nications, electronics, healthcare products, machine
tools, engineering and a wide range of consumer
products. It is high time the Commission took drastic
action to stamp out all the covert protectionism in the
European Community.
Mr Alavanos (COM). 
- 
(GR) Mr Presidenr, we
would like to thank our colleague Mr Franz for his
excellent report, which he has presented just a few
months before the elections for the European Parlia-
ment. \flith his report Mr Franz absolves us of the
need to voice matters that the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs itself recognises and
that, if we ourselves had said it, would have attracted
accusations of exaggeration or of kow-towing to the
European Economic Communiry. As for the matter of
competition, among the many statistics that could be
mentioned on the basis of Greece's experience I shall
refer only to one : that Greece's trade deficit in the
two years since our accession, i98l and 1982, reached
297 billion drachmas, i.e. roughly three times what
the Community's budgets have granted to Greece. Of
course, the consequences of such a trade deficit are
well known, both for the state of industry and for
employment in our country. Moreover, this is
happening during the transitional period and not
under the frenzied competition envisaged by Mr
Franz.
The situation of competition as it is developing in the
EEC today has two basic consequences for our
country:
Firstly, it essentially compels Greece to abandon a
policy of economic and especially industrial develop-
ment, which is very important for our country.
Secondly, it essentially compels our country to
abandon a path of social and economic change. This
second consequence is perhaps the more important
one, especially at a time when conclusions are being
drawn about the two years that have passed since the
change of government in our country.
I would like to stress certain points in the Franz
report : Firstly, the report maintains that State aid
should not amount to a State protectionism that is no
help in solving the present economic difficulties. Else-
where it speaks of the transparence of public
subsidies, etc. In essence this report shows that within
the framework of the EEC Regulations, of the laws
that govern the European Communities, it is impos-
sible to pursue a national programme, which cannot
but be based on powerful participation by the public
sector in a development policy. There is, of course, an
exception, the well-known exception accepted by all
conservative governments in contravention of their
ideology. As Mr Franz himself says, State subsidies are
only permitted when there is a deliberate policy of
economic motivation for the restructuring or reorgani-
zation of industries. In other words, subsidies are only
acceptable when they benefit large capital interests.
Secondly, the Franz report opens the way to privatiza-
tion and strikes at the development of the public
sector in a very real way. Characteristically, it
mentions the danger of the centralizing effect of
nationalization, and that subsidizing public enterprises
would be at the cost of competition in the private
economy. Thirdly, it mutliplies the ways in which the
European Economic Community can intervene to
control competition. Fourthly, it essentially prohibits
nationa li zation.
In the light of all this, Mr President, we shall vote
againt the Franz report.
Mr Contogeorgis, llember of the Commission. 
-(GR) W President, before I begin I would like to
inform you that my colleague Mr Andriessen, who is
responsible for matters relating to competition, has
suddenly been taken ill, and I am sorry that he cannot
be here this evening for the debate on the Commis-
sion's l2th report on competition.
Mr President, the agenda gives us a picture of the
variety of subjects generally covered by the competi-
tion policy. The utility and purpose of the annual
reports on competition is that once a year all these
subjects are brought together to form an overall
picture of the situation. Consequently, Parliament's
resolutions concerning these reports have twofold
significance for the Commission. Firstly, they bring to
the surface Parliament's reactions to our general
policy of competition, which is a very useful finger on
the pulse for the Commission. Secondly, they refer to
the report itself, its qualiry and its content, and this
makes it possible for us to effect improvements in
later reports. Thus, we are very glad that the l2th
report is being debated already, so that we can make a
start on the preparation of the 13th report while
bearing your comments in mind. This year the debate
on the l2th report is taking place much earlier than
last year.
From the resolutions of previous years it is apparent
that the Commission's basic policy agrees with Parlia-
ment's most fundamental wishes. It is a policy that
continually harmonises with the existing situation,
and a dynamic policy that adapts to changing circum-
stances while not departing from the principles laid
down in the Treaty, i.e. those of a market economy.
Our proposals on the control of centralization, which
is a matter of such great importance nowadays, are
proof of our efforts to adapt to the present-day situa-
tion. Besides, Mr President, this year is characterized
by intense activity in the area of decreeing regulations
concerning competition. The new regulations on
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distribution and sales agreements have come into
force, a draft regulation on distribution in the automo-
bile sector has been published to allow the opportu-
nity for comment, and discussions on the draft regula-
tion concerning exploitation licences have started
again. In the sector of aid, our policy requires
continual adaptation to the existing situation.
The increases in State aid gave rise to powerful inter-
vention by the Commission, which was intended to
penalize the mentality of many companies concerning
aid ana to avoid a 'beggar-my-neighbour' policy
between the Member States as a result of State aid'
Mr President, the Commission is pleased with the
positive spirit of the motion for a resolution, not only
in relation to our policy but also as regards the quality
and content of our report. The importance of Parlia-
ment's good opinion is obvious, but the report has
also had favourable reactions from other non-parlia-
mentary readers. As my colleague Mr Andriessen
mentioned to the Committee on Economic and Mone-
tary Affairs, the competition report is a 'best seller'
among the Commission's publications. It is perhaps
the most sought-after document.
\7e do not intend to rest on our laurels; this year too
we are trying to effect any improvements that we can'
The report concentrates into a single paragraph, para'
graph 50, the most important points of criticism and
illo*. ,r to consider some of these in greater detail.
Mr President, I can assure the House that the Commis-
sion takes careful note of these criticisms. In connec-
tion with some of them we can find solutions in the
immediate future, which will satisfy Parliament. In
other cases, however, we may encounter greater diffi-
culty. At any rate, Mr President, rest assured that the
competition report to be drawn uP next year will
dem;nstrate the progress made in this area. Parlia-
ment's comments and criticism are welcomed by the
Commission and will be taken into account.
President. 
- 
The debate is closed.
Vote r
(The sitting was closed at 8 P'm)2
I See Annex.
2 Deadline for tabling motions for resolutions to wind up
the debate on the oral question on the suspension of
payments from the EAGGF 
- 
Agenda for next sitting;
See Minutes.
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Votes
SECOND FORSTER REPORT
(DOC. t-4541E31rcv. 
- 
AIR TRANSPORT): ADOpTED
The rapporteur was :
- 
IN FAVOUR OF Amendments Nos I to 13, 15, 23 and 46;
- 
AGAINST Amendments Nos 14, 16 to 22,24,26 to 32,34 to 45,47,4g, 53 to 55 and
57.
Explanations of oote
Mr Seal (S). 
- 
It was very interesting to hear Miss Forster, with her fine rhetoric and
grand ideas, talking about efficiency and savings for passengers. But all that is a smoke-
screen. It is a smoke-screen because she supports the kind of typical Tory dogma which
wants free enterprise and the survival of the fittest. None of the tories, when ihey spoke,
mentioned Mrs Thatcher's former friend that she used to put forward .r ., .*"-p1.. I
mean good old Freddy Laker, that supporter of free enterprise. He too said he wanted the
chance to help passengers. He too said he wanted the chance to help taxpayers, but in the
eventuality the only person he helped was himself. If Miss Forster's ideas go through,
then regiona,l airports like Cardiff, East Midlands, Liverpool and Bradford-Lieds in iry
own area will eventually disappear.
Miss Forster talked in such a fine style about her ideas on theology. She said God had
wings. If this goes through, He will need wings if He is going ro visit Bradford because
there will be no aeroplanes flying there.
Mr Albcrs (sl. 
- 
(NL)I reget to have to part company with my group on this matter. I
have painstakingly analyzed the proposal for a directive and accompanying motion for a
resolution and I have concluded that the Commission recommendations afJord the possi-
bility of reconciling tariffs with the services provided while preserving the all-important
interlining system. I also welcome the decision not to determine farei exclusively on an
airline cost basis but to take account also of the direct costs of the firms, the chaiacteris-
tics of the route and subsidies granted to frontier regions. I find it quite natural that the
tariffs be subject to approval by the Member States, but I also consider arbitration particu-
larly necessary. I deeply regret that the Commission's role has been completely iclipsed
as a result of the adoption of the Herman amendment. I was especially keen io see the
Commission being assigned a role.
I believe I can say that this directive will strengthen the influence of air transport users
while respecting the working environment and working conditions, as weli as safe-
guarding the provision of services and safety, These are the reasons for my decision to
support the directive and the accompanying resolution.
(Applause)
The Report of Proceedings records in an annex the rapporteur's position
on the various amendments as well as explanations of vote. For ditails of
the voting the reader is referred to the Minures of the sitting.
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Mr rvelsh (ED). 
- 
I really rise merely to draw Members' attention to the quite ludicrous
rubbish rpok.., by Mr Kiy. Mr Key affects to be the spokesman for small regional
airports .nd th. spokesman for consumers. \7ell, I have a small regional airport in 
.my
constituency. It is called Blackpool and you are very welcome to come for your holidays
there, Mr Key, if you so wish. But the fact is that Blackpool airport,.which is municipally
owned, has been frustrated at every turn by that cartelized nationalized industry, British
Airways, which does its best to stop airlines flying in and out of Blackpool in order to
protect its own interests elsewhere.
Then Mr Key said he spoke for consumers. If anybody thinks that consumers are served
by the extortionate farei charged by those nationalized cartelized airlines, I can only say
to Mr Key, as the Duke of Vellington once said, 'If you believe that, my friend, you
would believe anythinS.'
(Apltlause frorn the European Democratic Group)
Mr Moreland (ED). 
- 
If my colleague, Mr lVelsh, feels that he needs to answer Mr Key,
I shall answer Mr Seal. However, I have an easier job, because I suspect that every time Mr
Seal speaks, it means that most of the House rallies to the cause opposite to him. \tr7e are
n"turrlly disappointed that this resolution does not go as far as we vould like and we are
forced to abstain because of that. There is a clear need in Europe for a more competitive
airline system and for a cheaper airline system related to cost.
I will tell you why the group opposite is against that. They are opposed to it for two
reasons. The first ii that they-do not regard this as anything but a threat to State control.
They know that the system in Europe is a criticism of State ownership and control. The
second reason they are opposed to the proPosals is this. They, of course, bleat very often
about the needs oi the working class and what they should do. However, when it comes
to the real needs of the working class 
- 
like making their travel cheaper 
- 
they are of
course against it. That is rypical of the Socialists.
I shall abstain. I regret I cannot vote for the resolution but at least I regard it as a steP in
the right direction.
FRANZ REPORT (DOC. 1-801/83 
- 
COMPETITION): ADOPTED
The rapporteur was :
- 
IN FAVOUR OF Amendments Nos I to 3,7, 13 and l8;
- 
AGAINST Amendments Nos 4 to 5, 8 to 12, 14 to 17, 19 and 20'
Explanation of aote
Mr Wurtz (COM). in writing. 
- 
(FR) The French Communist and Allies Party does
not deny the need for a competition policy. \flhen they vote against the Franz rePort,
they will be doing so for three specific reasons :
- 
firstly, because the report considers the enlargement of the Community to include
Spain and Portugal as a foregone conclusion
- 
secondly, because it supports the Commission's policy of dismantling the steel
industry, and
- 
finally, because it claims to be opposed to the principle of nationalization.
These are all measures which we cannot accept. It is this that leads us to vote against the
Franz report.
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IN THE CHAIR: MR DANKERT
President
(Tlte sitting opened at 9 a,m') t
l. Control of concennations
President. 
- 
The next item is the report by Mr von
Bismarck, on behalf of the Committee on Economic
and Monetary Affairs (Doc. l-807l83), on
the amended proposal from the Commission to
the Council (Doc.l9a6l81 
- 
COM(81)773 finall
for a regulation on the control of concentrations
between undertakings.
Mr von Bismarck (PPE)' rdpporteur. 
- 
(DE) Mr
President, ladies and Sentlemen, yesterday we
discussed competition and by a very large maiority
adopted a report in which the Commission showed far
more clearly than it has in the past that it fully apPrec-
iates that without competition there is no competitive-
ness and that it is primarily competition which leads
to competitiveness. 'Sfle heard various Members refer
to the serious obstacles to be overcome before we
reach the stage in a common European market where
we have competition that makes this market really
social. But today we have to discuss a subiect which
adds a very important dimension to the implementa-
tion of yesterday's decision.
!7e all know that, if competition were completely
free, we should have a liberal market economy, that a
few large entities would emerge to crush their neigh-
bours and not do what they should do: ensure
optimal supply to the citizen. !7e know that we here
must ensure 
- 
and there is no time to lose 
- 
that
the elephants do not grow so large that they quite acci-
dently tread on the mice with their gigantic feet and
destroy what we really want 
- 
a social market
economy. The Committee on Economic and Mone-
tary Affairs therefore very much welcomes the
Commission's second attemPt 
- 
it made the first as
long ago as 1973 
- 
to propose that the Council adopt
a regulation that permits the exercise of preventive
control of concentrations.
This preventive control is designed to ensure that,
concentrations that obstruct the market, that disrupt
the market and the exchange of suppliers' and
consumers' interests do not take place.
The Commission's first proposal was reiected by the
Council, and not by iust one but by all the Member
States, each having its own interests, which is under-
standable. But this Parliament should now give the
Commission every support by adopting a joint
I For approval of the Minutes and documents received, see
the Minutes of Proceedings of this sitting.
position with it to make it morally impossible, in the
eyes of our citizens, our constituents, for the Council
to avoid taking the step that needs to be taken, the
introduction of transfrontier controls to add to the
effective controls over concentrations which we have
in many countries.
If we look at the Commission's very carefully
prepared document and ask ourselves why the first
proposal failed, a question that must surely arise is :
Do the political leaders of the Member States know
enough about the market, about competition ? Do
they know that, without competition, a market
economy cannot be social, whatever other social
action may be taken ? l7ithout competition it cannot
be social because the suppliers are not then forced to
comply with the wishes of the consumers. Do the poli-
ticians in the Member States know this ? I doubt it.
This Parliament is at present principally an opinion-
forming body, and together with the Commission, it
should urge the Council, as unanimously as possible,
to take this step, which is in fact a small one. I7hat
we are discussing now has several facets, which I will
name so that we all have an impression of how essen-
tial this is.
Firstly, transfrontier competition. The plan is that
transfrontier concentrations should also be controlled
from now on. The controls will apply where one of
the companies involved in a concentration has its
registered office in the Community. If we look at the
details, the real problem was to minimize the Coun-
cil's objections and make it easier for it to believe that
it is doing something that will benefit all the Member
States, even those who have their doubts.
A few words on the details. The first point is turnover.
Turnover, which can be seen in balance-sheets and
publications, is what triggers off action. It can be esta-
blished fairly objectively. But the question was what
the level should be. At first, 200m ECU was consid-
ered appropriate, then 500m ECU, and we finally
agreed on 750m ECU. \(hy ? Because we believe that
this transfrontier control is something new which will
pose new problems for the Commission, and we
should avoid overtaxing the Commission. I7e shall
overcome all kinds of objections from the Member
States if we raise the amount td this level for a limited
period, say 5 or l0 years. Hundreds of cases will have
to be dealt with even if we raise it to this level.
The committee took a long time over this and also
discussed it with the various authorities in the
Member States and came to the conclusion that 750m
ECU is an appropriate figure to begin with. I ask all
those Members who believe we should go back and
think again to remember the enormous task we are
imposing on the Commission. It cirnnot cope with it
overnight. This is a very complicated field as we know
from our own countries. \7e should be doing the
Commission a disservice if we landed it with an enor-
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mous number of problems, and we should also jeopar-
dize confidence in the Commission, because
companies would say that the Commission cannot
cope, it all takes far too long, it takes the wrong deci-
sions. \7e should be jeopardizing what we want :
competition and control. I therefore ask Mr Caborn in
particular to appreciate that I cannot support his
amendment, in which he calls for the reinstatement of
200m ECU, because, if that is adopted, we shall not
get anything accepted and it will take another ten
years before we are perhaps able to convince a future
Council.
Secondly, there must be legal certainty. It must be
known who is responsible for what. To this end, I ask
the Commission in paragraph 5 of the motion for a
resolution to add something to its proposal. It is not
absolutely clear what the national control authorities
are to do if the Commission does not intervene. There
must be a ruling so that anyone who heads a company
knows what happens if the Commission does inter-
vene and what happens if it does not. It must be clear,
in other words, which is the competent authority.
Everyone must know what to expect, because other-
wise the whole thing will adversely affect our abiliry to
compete with the rest of the world.
Thirdly, we felt it right ro consider the whole of the
Community market. However, it is equally important
to protect substantial parts of the market. As agricul-
ture stands today, it cannot be denied that Greece and
Ireland, for example, are still completely separate
markets, as Portugal will be. We must also consider
substantial parts of the market and bring them into
the regulation, otherwise we shall do harm to indi-
vidual markets and not give them the benefit of the
control of concentrations.
This third point is particularly important and specifi-
cally concerns Article 19. !7e agree with the Legal
Affairs Committee, which has done some very impor-
tant work, for which I thank it most sincerely on
behalf of the Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs. As Mr Vetter has reported, the Legal Affairs
Committee has considered various examples,
including the idea of 'substantial parts of the market',
and in this respect in particular 
- 
Article 19 
- 
our
two committees agree. Article 19 says that the Council
may intervene again at any time and the Commission,
once it has decided, must first establish whether the
Council agrees.
I must tell the Commission's representative that we
do not share this view. I7e believe that two authoriries
must be competent for cartels 
- 
the Commission and
the Court of Justice, and no one else. If we involve
politicians at national level, we well know the pressure
that is brought to bear on them, as in the case of
subsidies, and we consider it important for the
Commission to be accountable to the Court of Justice
and not to Council members delegated by the
national parliaments, who cannot champion a cause as
a whole but must vote in such a way that they retain
their positions. Our view on this is quite clear and
unshakable. Nor do we want things to remain as the
committee agreed. I was outvoted in committee, but
an amendment will be tabled 
- 
I say this on my own
behalf 
- 
and I would be happy if you could again
make a correction, so that it is completely clear that
the decision is always taken by the Commission.
As regards legal certainty, there is a question of detail:
the two criteria of turnover and market share. This is
also a controversial point. It is impossible to tell
straight away from newspaper articles and reports
what a firm's market share is. Further investigations
have to be made before this question can really be
answered. I therefore call on those Members who may
have plans in this respect to drop them. It is clear that
turnover is the applicabiliry criterion, but the market
share as the assessment criterion is not considered
until it comes to taking action. Otherwise, there
would be many errors of judgement.
I should like to take take this opportunity to say the
following 
- 
on your behalf, I trust 
- 
and I would
ask the gentlemen of the Council to bear this in
mind: when we have acted together, debated the
matter thoroughly beforehand, adopted and submitted
a text, the Commission should get out of the habit of
changing, little by little, what Parliament has said. \7e
shall then gradually become what we should be: the
legislature. Every time the Commission changes our
texts, it offends against Europe's elementary interest in
having a Parliament which represents the ordinary
citizen, makes laws and governs. !7e have discussed
the matter very carefully with your superiors, and I
take this opportunity to call on you to set an example
and allow Parliament to decide, whether you like it or
not.
This is a basic problem for our Community, and the
Commission would be well advised to join with us in
ensuring that there are as many such instances as
possible during the next parliamentary term and to
adopt texts with us. Let the Council then try to tackle
us both. As long as it divides us, it will have not diffi-
culty. If we stand together, it will have trouble. Let us
stand together.
(Applause)
Mr Vetter (Sl, draftsman of tbe opiniqn of tbe Legal
Affairs Committee. 
- 
(DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the Legal Affairs Committee expressed its
views on the original proposal in two paragraphs and
communicated them to the committee responsible,
the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs,
orally and in writing. I must point out that we were at
that time taking stock of the situation on the basis of
the documents then available, and that what I say now
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should in no way be regarded as a final opinion on
the motion tabled by Mr von Bismarck, because we
were considering the original proposal.
In the first paragraph of the opinion we very largely
agree with the Committee on Economic and Mone-
tary Affairs when we say that the control of certain
concentrations having a Community dimension is a
desirable element of competition policy. The second
paragraph was the result of discussing innumerable
amendments that were also available to our committee
and can simply be put down to the age and nature of
the original proposals we were considering.
After a lengthy discussion of the many amendments,
we reached the conclusion that this was not the right
way to treat the matter. \7e therefore proposed to the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs that
the Commission should withdraw these proposals and
draft fresh ones after a thorough scrutiny of the topic.
This, then, was the position of the Legal Affairs
Committee at that time.
If I might be permitted a personal comment, I have
looked at the paper on which we have to vote and I
intend to join in the discussion on it. Had the Legal
Affairs Committee considered this paper, it would
undoubtedly have endorsed it. I say this entirely on
my behalf, since the Legal Affairs Committee was not
asked to assess this paper.
(Applause)
Mr Caborn (S). 
- 
Mr President, may I first of all,
like Mr von Bismarck, welcome the Commission's
initiative in putting this once again before Parliament.
Let us hope we can get some movement into it this
time. It is l0 years ago since they introduced the first
document on the question of merger control. I think
it is unfortunate that we deal with matters like this in
a rather piecemeal way. It was, in fact, in 1981 in my
report on the multinational corporations that we tried
to turn attention to having a businesslike approach to
the question of a legal framework in which multina-
tional corporations should be operating, and indeed
the larger national companies as well.
'I7'e have moved a little way down that road. We have
had the Vredeling proposals, which took up a fair
amount of time in this Parliament. It was indeed a
document discussed widely within the Community.
The second area was transfer pricing, and, unfortu-
nately, we have done nothing about that.'Now, thirdly,
we have merger control, and I am glad to see this
before Parliament today.
There are two points I would like to raise on the docu-
ment itself. First of all, I wish to say to the Commis-
sion that I cannot understand why they have allowed
the sliding to take place. As Mr von Bismarck has
already remarked, in 1973 certain figures were incor-
porated in their recommendations to the Council, but
now those have been changed. I cannot understand
why the Commission have shifted from 200 million
units of account, particularly in Article l(2), to the 500
units of account now recommended. Unfortunately,
the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs
have now made that 750 million units of account. I
am trying to restore the position as it was in 1973. I
believe that position ought to be allowed. I would also
remind Parliament that consultations took place at
that time and the figures that *ere embodied in that
recommendation to the Council were, in fact,
approved by Parliament. I therefore reiect the argu-
ment put forward by Mr von Bismarck this morning
that 750 million units of account is an operational
figure. I believe 200 million units of account will be
an operational figure that can quite clearly be coped
with by the Commission.
I now turn to what I think is a glaring example of
Commission from the recommendations both of the
Commission and of the Committee on Economic and
Monetary Affairs' report presented by Mr von
Bismarck 
- 
namely, the question of workers inside
the companies that would be merged. !7e had a long
discussion on 'Vredeling', in which many people
made statements on how they would like to see
workers involved in the organization and running of
companies. There were certain legal restrictions that
had to be considered, and, in fact, in the view of the
Socialist Group, the Vredeling proposals were watered
down to an unacceptable extent.
But here we have an opportunity to determine,
without any problems of confidentiality or leaking of
secrets, where the workers could be consulted. That is
why I hope that in their response this morning the
Commission will take on board Amendments Nos 19,
22 and 24, where consultations can take place with
the workforce, and in particular No 19, where we are
asking that the conditions under which workers are
operating at the time of the merger should be safe-
guarded, treated as part of the investigation by the
Commission before any sanction is allowed in regard
to that merger. This is an extremely important matter,
and if you take on board the points that have been
made by Mr von Bismarck this morning on the ques-
tion of the social economy then surely the workers
and their representatives must be an integral part of
that. You talk about competition and profitability. The
one omission in this document is the main ingredient
of industry 
- 
the workers. Here we have no reference
to that at all
I conclude on a slightly lighter note. I think Mr von
Bismarck does for transparency of multinationals and
workers' rights in this report what Mr Bangemann
does for hang-gliding.
Mr Blumenfeld (PPE). 
- 
(DE) Mr President, the
EPP Group, on whose behalf I speak, welcomes not
only the Commission's second proposal, which has
been under discussion for some years, but also, and in
particular, the clariry of the report that has been
submitted by Mr von Bismarck on behalf of the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs. S7e
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shall vote for this report unless its face is fundamen-
tally changed as a result of amendments, but I do not
think this will be the case.
It is undoubtedly true 
- 
and I endorse what Mr von
Bismarck said at the beginning of his statement as
rapporteur 
- 
that it is very important for the various
aspects of competition to be settled and also for an
appropriate arrangement to be found for the control
of concentrations. The question which the committee
faced and which the rapporteur has again put, or at
least implied, is also, of course, whether the proposed
controls on concentrations are likely to ensure practi-
cability and the rapid completion of procedures,
because this is very important, an essential factor : the
undertakings concerned and the economy as a whole
must have the benefit of legal certainty. One of the
most important basic requirements and principles for
the functioning and further development of the Euro-
pean Community is in fact the legal certainty in
which we work, and we must therefore without any
doubt welcome the rapporteur's unequivocal state-
ment in this context that only two bodies can decide
on the applicability and assessment criteria and on the
regulation : the Commission and the Court of Justice.
I should like to go back to the question of legal
certainty regarding the standards applied and the
predictability of the various stages of the procedure
and also the period of three months within which the
Commission, or the relevant authority, must take
action to determine whether there is cause for inter-
vention. All this must be clearly set out in the provi-
sions and terms of reference, and duplication must
certainly be avoided. $7e cannot have a European as
well as a national level of responsibiliry. This must be
made absolutely clear.
Articles 85 and 85 of the EEC Treaty are, of course,
sufficiently explicit on the obligations and rights in
respect of the maintenance of competition, with
account taken of existing structures, but the effective
means of taking action to prevent concentrations of
undertakings likely to restrict or even preclude compe-
tition, so clearly described by the rapporteur in the
explanatory statement and his presentation of the
report, do not exist at,present.
Mr Caborn has gone a little further by mentioning a
point which is undoubtedly important, the compati-
bility of employees' interests in multinational or
major concentrations with the appropriate criteria for
starting proceedings. !7e also believe that 200 million
is far too small a figure for starting a very difficult
procedure, and we therefore approve the limit ol 750
million proposed by the Committee on Economic
and Monetary Affairs. You referred to the workers.
This question will have to be dealt with in the Vred-
eling directive, as it has come to be known. !7e do
not want to overload this proposal, but we should bear
this point in mind. It is a matter that should be
covered by another directive that the House has
discussed and will be discussing again and incorpor-
ated in appropriate regulation.
The control of concentrations and this report can and
will assume very great importance if this question is
approached with caution, with care and in the realiza-
tion that experience has to be gained. It would
certainly not be wise of us, of Parliament, to try to esta-
blish the various criteria. That is the Commission's
task. !7hat is important is that we should say to the
Commission and to the Court of Justice 
- 
to
everyone concerned, in fact 
- 
that we must bear
competition and the competitiveness of European
undertakings throughout the world in mind. Deci-
sions cannot be taken ex catbedrd here. Instead, we
must together ensure that our economy and our under-
takings are ready for the future and therefore able to
stand up to world-wide competition.
Mr Hopper (ED). 
- 
Mr President, my group will
support Mr von Bismarck's motion for a resolution,
partly to show support for a colleague and partly to
show support for competition poliry in the Commu-
nity. I personally would like to express some doubts
about the proposed regulation, and I should like to do
so on three grounds.
The first is the ground of clarity. Mr Blumenfeld has
said that the regulation is clear. There is one impor-
tant respect in which I find it to be exceedingly
unclear. I am referring to the r6le of dominant posi-
tion. The present competition law of the European
Community is based upon Articles 85 and 85. They
are concise. They have been subject to frequent judi-
cial interpretation and the basic principle is very clear.
Dominant position is not illegal. The abuse of domi-
nant position is illegal. Now I do not find that the
new regulation is at all clear upon this point. Let me
read part of its opening sentence: Any transaction
which has the . .. effect of bringing about a concentra-
tion between undertakings ... whereby they acquire
. . . . the power to hinder effective competition . .. is
incompatible with the common market ... It would
appear to me that this sentence attacks dominant posi-
tion itself. Is the Commission telling us that hence-
forth dominant position is illegal ? is it telling us, on
the other hand, that existing dominant positions are
legal but that new dominant positions created by
merger are illegal ? I find the proposed regulation on
this point to be unclear on an extremely fundamental
matter.
I have a second reservation about the regulation. It
seems to me to call into question the right of indi-
vidual redress. Since the common market was formed
and, in particular, since the Van Gend & Loos case in
1962, the law of the European Community has been
made by the iudges of the European Community and
it has been made in answer to private suits. Hundreds
of these suits have been brought by individuals, by
companies and by other bodies.
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I am concerned that the possibility of private action
which exists today under Regulation 17162 procedves
will be swept away, and I am even more concerned at
Mr Herman's amendment, which says very specifi-
cally :
Recommends that the right to take up a case, and,
in particular, to commence proceedings under
Article 5, should be reserved solely to the Commis-
sion.
My third doubt concerning this regulation relates to
Article I (2) which lays down the criteria to be used
by the Commission when deciding whether to bring
an action. These seem to me quite inadequate and I
would like to suggest to the Commissioner that there
are six criteria which he should bear in mind.
The first and most important is the existence of entry
barriers, such as, for example, the need to advertise
exeedingly heavily or the need to obtain government
approval in order to start business. The second crit-
erion is the degree of product standardization which
can influence the ease of entry. The third criterion is
the state of the buyer's side of the market, not to be
overlooked. The fourth is the history of antitrust regu-
lation in that particular market and the extent to
which it has been successful. The fifth, something that
is frequently overlooked, is the attitude of national
goverflments. A company may indeed have a relatively
small part of a market, but if it enjoys the full support
of its national government it may aproach a monoPo-
litic position. Sixth is a criterion on the other side, a
criterion that may be held to be favourable to a
merger, namely the consequences of that merger for
efficiency. After all, economies of scale do exist.
I strongly support the views which Mr Beazley
expressed yesterday on the need for the Commission
to possess an adequate staff of economists. If it is to
use these criteria effectively, it must have trained staff
capable of using them.
It is my opinion that the Commission should not
proceed with this regulation but that it should draw
up and publish a list of guidelines describing the
criteria which they intend to use. This is not an idea
that I have invented. It is one borrowed directly from
the United States, where the Justice Department
publishes the so-called Baxter Rules. The Baxter Rules
present maior attractions. One is that if the Commis-
sion is to draw up such a group of rules it will be
obliged to codify its own behaviour. Indeed, the rules
will constitute a body of doctrine which will be useful
to everyone who is involved. Secondly, the rules will
introduce predictability. At present, under our existing
rules, it is very difficult for a businessman to know
whether a merger will be subject to investigation.
Thirdly, it will relieve the Commission staff of the
tedious work of recording proposed mergers. Those
which fall outside the rules need not be reported.
Finally, the existence of such rules will relieve the
courts of a mass of work. In the United States, since
the introduction of these rules there has been a very
significant decline in litigation.
May I say in conclusion, Mr President, that the publi-
cation of a body of rules of this nature would be of
infintely greater value than the proposed regulation.
Mr Bonaccini (COM). 
- 
(IT) Mr President, Mr von
Bismarck is right to place the debate within the frame-
work of competition policy. He claims that the debate
complements that policy. I should like to ask him,
does it complement or contradict it ? For there are
grounds for a strong suspicion that what we are
discussing here may lead to contravention of that
policy, and we wonder whether the emphasis that was
being placed on competition policy and the way its
virtues were being extolled here last night and this
morning, as a kind of historic necessity, are not a
prelude to legitimizing dominant positions.
Vhat are the controls about ? They are, in fact, about
exemptions from prohibitions. This is the whole spirit
both of the regulation and of Mr von Bismarck's
speech 
- 
exemptions from prohibitions. So while, in
words, we are fending off these giants, in fact we are
allowing them to ensconce themselves in our
economies and turn our markets into oligopolistic
markets. Once that happens, we can say goodbye to
competition and much good will all our hand-
wringing do us !
I cannot, therefore, subscribe to Mr Blumenfeld's
thesis, for instance, that the regulations should not go
into details. If they don't go into details, the result will
certainly be the one I have just described.
Both Mr von Bismarck and Mr Franz were trying to
equate the economic and the social aspect, implying
that by implementing competition policy we should
somehow at the same time be realizing the highest
social aims of this Parliament.
Let me say that in my country only the extra-parlia-
mentary movements propound anything of the sort:
they claim that anything in the social sphere automati-
cally has economic implications. Here it is being said
that everything to do with economics has social impli.
cations.
!7e prefer, on the other hand, to deal with the subiect
in hand realistically, regarding it as one of the occa-
sions when we must stand up in defence of competi-
tiveness. You may therefore ex'pect us not only to
oppose mergers, but also to adopt a more realistic
approach which takes account of the social aspects
and the possible consequences of such mergers. Thus,
for instance, we shall support the arguments and the
draft amendments submitted by Mr Caborn, and this
is why we consider the figure of 750 million as too
high. It would be much more reasonable to keep to
the terms laid down in the Commission regulation.
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- 
(FR) Mr President, I should
like to confirm the Liberal and Democratic Group's
position in the vote on this report that was taken in
the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs.
!fle feel it is essential to find a way out of this
impasse, so the Commission can intervene, on an a
priori \asis, in take-overs or mergers that could affect
trade between the Member States.
!7'e are aware that concentrations may be desirable
and sometimes even necessary in many sectors of the
economy to ensure that structures are competitive and
efficient and so we should take care to establish a
control system that poses no threat to the improve-
ment of the competitive position of European firms
on the world market, but which can, at the same time,
be applied whenever the process of concentration is
likely to create monopolies that are incompatible with
a market economy.
Mr Bismarck's proposed amendments strike a balance
between these two imperatives.
Three points in the report seem to me to be essential
in this connexion.
The competitive position on the international market
has to be taken into consideration when fixing both
the procedures and the criteria for appraisal of concen-
trations.
The European market is also part of the international
market, so the development of international trade has
to be taken into account if, in each case, an appraisal
is to be made of the foreseeable drawbacks of concen-
tration as compared to any advantages that would
result as far as the competitiveness of the European
economy on the international market is concerned.
My second point has to do with the criteria for
deciding whether concentrations are compatible with
the common market.
The first criterion 
- 
an overall, world turnover in
excess of 750 million ECU 
- 
seems to me to be a
reasonable figure. The control would therefore only
effect some 423 firms, so the Commission would be
able to get its initial experience by looking at a small
number of cases and the Member States would be able
to adapt their legislation.
However, I should like to support Mr Delorozoy's
amendment about commercial undertakings. Turnover
is not always a decisive criterion of the economic
power of firms of this sort, nor of their competition
and, in addition to this, their turnover is determined
by completely different capital gains, particularly if it
is derived from consumer goods in which there is a
very high turnover.
So I propose that the threshold for the commercial
sector be fixed at I 250 million ECU.
As to the second criterion, 20 o/o of. the market, this
should indubitably apply not just to the whole of the
Communify market, but also to a substantial part of it
if the idea is to avoid considerably restricting the
desired effects of the rules on competition.
Lastly, I should like to insist on the importance of the
cumulative nature of these two criteria.
My third and last remark has to do with the control
procedure itself. It is vital for the control to be organ-
ized in such a way as to enable the Commission to
bring out the Community aspects, so that the competi-
tion and the action that protect it are no longer subser-
vient to national interests.
'$7'e must at all costs avoid a dual control. That would
be both a heavy administrative burden for the firms
concerned and a risk of contradictory decisions being
taken 
- 
and a source of uncertainty, therefore.
So the regulation has clearly to define the powers of
the Community and the national authorities and
make the Commission exclusively responsible for
raising the issue and for intervention.
Mr Deleau (DEP). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen 
- 
some excellent things have been said in
this debate, but I should still like to add one or two
comments.
On behalf of the Group of European Progressive
Democrats, I have to say that we share the view that
better competitiveness of the firms of all the countries
of the Community is a fundamental means of over-
coming the economic problems facing Europe as a
whole. This competitiveness is currently working in
an internal market that we are anxious to make more
transparent and more of an incentive. From this point
of view, we cannot but be satisfied with the beneficial
effects of the common competition policy which has
proved to be very daring over the years, both as
regards attacks on restrictive practices and the condem-
nation of dominant positions and positive encourage-
ment for the development of new industries.
A further step in the competition policy 
- 
as we
were reminded just now and as I should like to
remind you yet again 
- 
was made in 1973 when pro-
posals for regulations on the control of concentrations
between undertakings were adopted. \Xzhat the
Commission wanted to do at that stage was endow the
Community with an instrument that would control
the effects of certain concentrations 
- 
and I say
certain 
- 
that represented a threat to competition.
This proposal arrived on thi Council table with a posi-
tive opinion from the European Parliament, but the
Member States were strongly opposed to it.
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The Commission is back before us today with another
proiect, the main lines of which we have approved in
ihe Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs, in
the first-class report by Mr Bismarck 
- 
and I think
we should congratulate him for providing us with a
text that has served as a basis for a discussion as inter-
esting as the one we have been having since this
morning.
Without wishing to start a fresh debate on the controv-
ersies 
- 
there are many of them and they have been
raised in the Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs we wish to insist on the need for a rapid,
realistic conclusion and to point out that the obstacles
and differences of opinion are not such that they
cannot be overcome. !7e hope, in particular, that the
Council and its experts will take account of the Euro-
pean Parliament's compromise position and of the
fact that an a priori control no doubt has fewer draw-
backs than an a posteriorr one. '$7'e should also like to
remind you that the problem of the coherence of
Community and national measures is not particular to
the competition policy and can be dealt with.
It is particularly desirable and particularly necessary
for positions to converge on the possibility of Commu-
nity control and national control in parallel, in view of
the fact that very important social and material inter-
ests are involved. This is why we approve of the initial
position of the Commission, which intended to assoc-
iate the Council more closely in the projected proce-
dure. At all events, the priority aim should be to seek
a clear division of power between the Commission
and the Member States so as to exclude, of course, any
possiblity of dual control, particularly in the case of
transfrontier concentrations, but also in general,
thereby avoiding any conflict of powers which would
be prejudicial to the economic development of
Europe.
As for the keys to the new proposal for a regulation,
which deal with the criteria for determining how far
concentrations are compatible with the operation of
the common market 
- 
I should like to say that the
750 million ECU criterion introduced by the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs seems,
undoubtedly, reasonable. I do not share the opinion of
Messrs Caborn and Bonaccini on this point.
As to the criterion for intervention in respect of the
share of the Community market, that is to say more
than 50 o/o, we also feel this is practicable. And I
should like to add, like Mr Damseaux, that I approve
of the Delorozoy amendment on commercial under-
takings.
However, clarification is called for when it comes to
cases where the Commission can still authorize a
concentration if it achieves one of the Community's
priority aims. This does not seem to be to be really
clear and the point should no doubt be elucidated. I
draw the rapporteur's attention to this.
Those, Mr President, are the thoughts provoked by the
Commission proposal and the report by Mr Bismarck
- 
that we shall be voting for provided it is not
profoundly changed by amendments, while urging the
Council to act at last on this dossier, a fundamental
one in our eyes, for the future of the Community's
firms, whose prosperity conditions social progress.
Mr Albers (S). 
- 
(NL) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, there is no disputing that fair and free
competition is central to the European Community.
Fair and free competition has also given rise to rules
which must be used to protect social conditions. !7hat
we are discussing therefore is a basic problem. It can
be said that concentrations have increased precisely
because this European Communiry exists. There is no
denying that. It is therefore logical that means should
be sought at the level of this European Community to
exercise control in this sphere, because concentrations
may be a threat to competition. But if in 1983, the
year of small and medium-sized undertakings, we
remember that the very existence of small undertak-
ings may be threatened by these concentrations, that
jobs can be lost, it is clear that employment is a factor
to be considered. Consumers, too, have an interest in
ensuring that concentrations are subject to controls.
It was in 1973 that the Commission proposed that
concentrations should be controlled. Until 1973, the
European Community had been a purely economic
community, but about that time it was proposed that
this economic community should also become a
social community. I recall the social action
programme that emerged at about this time. S7e must
therefore consider the development of these proposals
from this angle too.
It is, of course, very sad that even now, ten years later,
no decisions have yet been taken by the Council of
Ministers. And what do we see happening now ? The
Commission's original proposals have to be adjusted
to take account of the comments the Ministers of the
various Member States have made. ln fact, the
Commission has changed its proposal for the worse.
And during the discussions in our Parliament, during
the discussions in the Committee on Economic and
Monetary Affairs, we find the view expressed in
various quarters that it has not been changed enough
for the worse : the limits should be higher, the market
share larger, turnover higher 
- 
in fact, control over
concentrations should be relaxed rather than streng-
thened. I happen to think that at this time of
economic tension, of economic decline, there must be
more control over concentrations.
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Mr President, a game is still being played with firms
and with people. Firms are being closed down, even
where it is not necessary, and the workers feel power-
less. The workers are asking what the European
Community can do to give them their rights, what the
European Community can do about achieving the
economic democracy which, along with parliamentary
democracy, is so necessary. It is therefore a good thing
that some of the amendments, which have been
tabled take acount of the position of the workers. Neil
Kinnock, the new leader of the British Labour Party,
has said that his party will be adopting a different atti-
tude towards the European Community. One of the
most important things he said was that, in his
opinion, it was at the level of the European Commu-
nity that something could be done about this
economic democracy.
Let us therefore consider the proposals before us from
this angle and let us also assess the amendments that
have been tabled in the same way. Let us ensure that
the proposals do not result in a relaxation of the
control of concentrations. let us instead try to strenS-
then these controls.
Mr Alavanos (COM). 
- 
(GR) Mr President, I am
afraid that the motion for a resolution and the explana-
tory statement both smack more of the free competi-
tion of Bismarck's time than of the present-day state-
monopoly capitalism and dominance by the huge
multi-nationals. As regards the motion's practical
significance, I think it is even more lacking than the
Commission's proposal for a regulation, and this is
highlighted in the recommendation that the applica-
bility criterion for the control of concentrations
should be raised. The practical significance of the
control of concentrations is also substantially dimin-
ished by the introduction of clearly subjective criteria
such as evaluation of the part played by these under-
takings in the Community's ability to compete with
other economic and political forces. On this reck-
oning, with all these limitations, I think that the pro-
posal for a regulation is more of a 
- 
one could say 
-depagogic proclamation, or a means of resolving
certain problems between the various monopoly
undertakings, than an instrument for exerting anti-
monopoly control.
Mr Tugendhet, Vice-President of tbe Commission.
- 
Mr President, for two reasons it is with some
sadness that I rise to speak on this motion. One is
that my colleague, Frans Andriessen, is unable to be
here and would very much wish 1o have spoken on
behalf of the Commission on this subject, to which I
know he attaches particular imPortance. So do I, and
in that respect I am glad to be filling in for him. The
other reason for sadness, of course, is the point which
has been raised by a number of speakers from Mr von
Bismarck onwards, namely, that we are talking about
something which has now been on the stocks of the
Community for a very long time indeed.
I am accustomed in the field of insurance to dealing
with subjects which make rather slow progress, but
even by the standards of insurance competition
appears to be a very slow subject indeed' Obviously,
no blame attaches either to Parliament or to the
Economic and Social Committee, both of which
produced opinions on the draft regulation as long ago
as 1974 
- 
nine years ago. In the Council of course,
as Mr von Bismarck pointed out, the matter has been
held up,'not because one country or another mounted
a particularly strong rearguard action but because of
the disagreements and the disinclination of a number
of Council members over quite a wide area.
The question therefore arises, as we come back to this
subject in a plenary sitting so long after the matter
was initially put onto the Community's agenda, as to
whether the proposal is still a relevant one, whether
our philosophy ought to be revised, whether the
approach which we adopted then remains valid now.
Our response to that question is quite clear. I7e think
that our philosophy is as relevant now as it was then,
and we think that the approach which was valid then
is valid now. In that respec! I must say that I was very
pleased to receive the approbation not only of the
mover of this resolution, Mr von Bismarck, but also, I
think it is fair to say, of the great majority of the other
speakers, even those who were speaking in opposition
to Mr von Bismarck himself like, for instance, Mr
Caborn. He was not arguing about the principle, he
was arguing about whether we were going far enough'
In 1983, an instrument such as the one we are talking
about is, we think, more important than ever before I
would like to explain a little of the Commission's
reasoning. Our present policy towards administering
the competition rules is not only to apply them defen-
sively, which is what one might have supposed from
Mr Caborn's criticisms, but also to apply them dynami-
cally. To do so, we need to have a means of
controlling the structures within , given industries.
\7hile oui poliry is sympathetic towards, for example,
forms of cooperation in the small and medium-sized
sector, we feel that we must also be able to intervene
in structural changes, involving large firms where
these may have damaging consequences.
I entirely accept the point that Mr Hopper made
about the distinction between dominant position on
the one hand and the abuse of dominant position on
the other. It is an important distinction that he made'
But is does not alter the fact 
- 
indeed, I think it rein-
forces the point I am about to make 
- 
that the
Commission needs to be able to intervene in struc-
tural changes involving big firms where these may
have damaging consequences.
No l-305/32 Debates of the European Parliament 25. 10. 83
Tugendhat
The resaon why I want to draw attention to this point
is that studies have indicated in recent years that the
degree of concentration has remained fairly constant
in a number of large industries for some time. There-
fore, what one sees is a situation in which many indus-
tries are organized in a very oligopolistic fashion with
a small number of large companies very dominant on
the market. In general, I think it is fair to say that a
fairly intense degree of competition usually exiss
between those very lange firms. But if you have a very
small number of very large firms, then it follows, I
think, that any degree of concentration could 
- 
and I
use the word 'could', not'would' or'will'- endanger
their competition. As we take that view, and as we feel
that even a limited degree of competition in certain
industries ,could have those effects, we think it is
important that we should be in a position to examine
all the possible dangers that might arise from amalga-
mations and mergers.
That is the background to our reasoning. The back-
ground to this particular proposal is, I think, well
known to some Members of the House, but perhaps
less well known to others. As I mentioned before, our
1973 dralt was at the time approved by Parliament
and the Economic and Social Committee, and the
problems arose in the Council. At the end of 1981,
the Commission submitted a revised proposal. The
basic principles of the first draft remain the same, but
the new version took into account a number of impor-
tant political stumbling-blocks that had emerged in
the preceding discussions.
The changes are roughly as follows : greater emphasis
is given to the fact that the Community control is
mainly aimed at mergers on a Community-wide scale,
'S7e have tried to involve the Member States to a
greater extent in the decision-making though without,
I hasten to add, diminishing the Commission's inde-
pendent powers.
That brings me to the proposal on today's agenda and
Parliament's reaction to it. I am pleased that the draft
resolution now to be voted on approves the principles
of our proposal. Indeed, one might say that the draft
resolution actually extends the principles of our pro-
posal, and Mr von Bismarck in fact made that point in
his initial remarks. 11 is s,ggested that account be
taken not only of competition at European level, but
also at world level. This idea is only acceptable insofar
as there is no question of back-door protectionism. I
am sure that both Mr von Bismarck and Mr Blumen-
feld, who spoke in support of him, would agree with
that. In other words, as long as the European market
is really open to competition from outside, then this
competition could be taken into account in appraising
the consequences of a merger.
In the preamble, Mr President, it is stressed that the
responsibiliry for this area lies with the Commission.
'S7e agree wholeheartedly with that and, incidentally,
never had any intention of yielding that responsibility.
None the less, we are grateful to Parliament for having
made this point so clear.
I shall not go into the detailed proposals for amend-
ments to the text of the regulation itself, though I will
explain in a moment which we are accepting and
which we have doubts about. I would, however, like to
make a general remark. The resolution proposes that
the threshold for application of the regulation be
raised from 500 to 750 m ECU to give the Commis-
sion an opportunity to gain experience during this
initial stage with a small number of cases. We are
grateful for the concem and have no objection in prin-
ciple to it. In fact, the sums involved are so big that
raising the threshold will not greatly change matters
and, in any event, the addition of a market share cri-
terion would be a means of catching extreme caies.
Mr President, I would just say a word, before I close,
on our attitude to specific amendments so that when
it comes to the vote there can be no doubt where we
stand.
First of all, there is a large group of amendments
which the Commission takes great pleasure, I may
say, in agreeing with. These are Amendments Nos 5
to 15, which have been tabled by the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs. This category also
includes Amendment No 17, tabled by Mr Herman.
Then there is a group of amendments which the
Commission thinks should be opposed. This group
includes the following: Nos I and 2, tabled by Mr
Delorozoy, concerning the introduction of a separate
turnover threshold for commercial undertakings. Ve
think that could be confusing and quite impractical to
apply, in particular considering the legal uncertainty it
would create for businesses. It could also be discrimin-
atory in respect of certain undertakings in gauging
both the production and the sale of consumer goods.
Another group which we are not disposed to accept
comprises Amendments 18 to 24, tabled by Mr
Caborn. These amendments tend to introduce consid-
erably lower threshold levels which would extend the
control of concentration far beyond what is necessary
for maintaining an efficient competition poliry anC,
indeed, far beyond, we think, the aims of the Treaty.
Some of these amendments would, I think, also intro-
duce a participation on the part of the employees'
representatives in a way which would not be suitable
in the proposed decision-making process under the
new regulation. That, as I think Mr Blumenfeld
pointed out, is a subject which is more appropriately
dealt with under another heading which is also before
the House.
Lastly, there is Amendment No 15, also tabled by Mr
Herman. On this I would like to say that the Commis-
sion does not wish to oppose it. It is, however, unrea-
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listic to think that the decision-making process can be
conducted without some involvement on the part of
the Member States.
Mr President, I hope I have made the Commission's
position clear on the substance, and I hope that what
I have said on the amendments will facilitate arrange-
ments when it comes to the vote.
President. 
- 
The debate is closed. 1
IN THE CHAIR: MR JAQUET
Vice'President
2. Financing of tbe Cornmunity
President. 
- 
The next item is the report by Mr
Arndt, on behalf of the Committee on Budgets (Doc.
l-856/83), on
the communication from the Commission to the
Council (Doc. L-375183-COM (83\ 270 final) on
the future financing of the Community, em-
bodying a proposal for a Council decision on the
Community's system of own resources.
Mr Arndt (Sl, rapporteur. 
- 
(DE) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, the rePort on the future
financing of the European Community is 
- 
it can be
said with complete justification 
- 
one of the most
important that this directly elected Parliament will
ever have to consider and decide on. We have deliv-
ered our opinion on future financing on several occa-
sions, particularly in connection with the mandate of
30 May 1980. Unfortunately, Parliament's opinions
have not led the Council and Commission to take
decisions in good time. It cannot therefore be said
that either the Council or the Commission has done
its duty. On the contrary, the present situation is due
to the delay in implementing the guidelines laid
down in the 30 May mandate, for which the Council
and Commission are to blame.
The situation is worse than many will admit. Both the
second supplementary budget for 1983 and the draft
1984 budget prove that we have reached the upper
limit of the European Community's resources. We
also hear from the Commission that not even the
second supplementary budget will be enough to cover
this year's galloping agricultural expenditure. Various
administrative measures will probably have to be
taken to defer certain payments until the 1984 budget
is in force. On top of this, the agricultural spending
for which the 1984 budget provides even now leaves
little room for additional decisions on the 1984-85
agricultural year, let alone any further movement in
world market prices. The time when we and others
suffered under the illusion that everything would
somehow turn out all right is finally over. The rapid
increases in the production of sulpluses and the
sharp drop in wodd market prices leave us no altema-
tive but to take tough and drastic measures. Those
who are not prepared for this and try to gloss over or
conceal this situation are in fact the ones who, as they
themselves say, are destroying the only integrated
common European policy, the agricultural policy.
Even the hope that, by raising the value-added tax
rate, more of our own resources can be made available,
thus enabling clear-cut decisions to be avoided, has
been dashed. Because of the ratification procedure
that must be followed in ten national parliaments, the
Community will not have more resources of its own
until 1987 at the earliest and probably not until 1988.
Ve shall have to get by with the available resources
for the next three to four financial years 
- 
and in
view of the constant prevarication on the part of the
Council, the Commission and quite a few Members of
this House, that is in fact a good thing. In other
words, we need the reforms and restructuring of the
budget now. $7e cannot put them off any longer.
I should therefore like to single out ten essential
points of the proposal put forward by the Committee
on Budgets.
l. Ve believe that the situation must be ,.g".d.d
as unacceptable for a Member State when its
economic efficiency, compared with that of the other
Member States, is out of all proportion with the rela-
tionship between the burden it has to bear and the
recognizable benefits it derives by comparison with
the burden borne and benefits derived by all the
Member States. To put this in simple terms, a Member
State whose economic efficiency is below the average
but which is exposed to an above-average burden and,
in addition to this, derives below-average benefits
from the European Community is in an unacceptable
situation. !7e are, of course, all aware that this assess-
ment must not be made solely in accounting terms.
2. In this connection, we again emphasize that the
present method of calculating what is known as the
net contribution is not only absoutely inadequate but
also conflicts with the real purpose and substance of
the European Community.
This prompts us to remind the Council that the Euro-
pean Parliament cannot accept any calculation of the
rates of contribution by the Member Sutes which is
based on the repayments to the Member States from
the European Community's resources. In other words,
any model proposed by a Member State for the upper
limit that is is based on these repayments is diametri-
cally opposed to the idea of European unification.
Repayments by the European Community depend on
European needs. When we assist Proiects under the
social or regional policy, it is not because they are
German, French or Italian. 'We assist these proiects
because they are European projects designed to
benefit the citizens of Europe and specifically thoset For the vote, see Annex.
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who are most dependent on our help. Any model that
runs counter to this is rejected by this Parliament.
(Applause)
3. Paragaph 24 of. the motion for a resolution again
emphasizes the close link between the decisions to
increase the proportion of value-added tax going to
the Community and the structural causes of the
production of agricultural surpluses.
Anyone who does not recognize or refuses.to acknow-
ledge this close link is helping to prevent an increase
in the proportion of value-added tax going to the
Community and so to destroy the European Commu-
nity's common agricultural policy. I might add that
both the Bundestag in the Federal Republic and the
House of Commons in Britain have made it quite
clear that steps must be taken to curb agricultural
spending before they take a decision to raise the VAT
rate.
4. In the circumstances I have described, the annual
increase in agricultural expenditure may not be
greater than the growth of the European Community's
revenue. This is the unavoidable framework within
which we must operate. But this applies not only to us
but also to the Council of Ministers. Any decision
taken by the Council 
- 
regardless of which Council
- 
must therefore be linked to the budget and may
not depart from it unless agreement is reached with
the budgetary authority, and thus with the European
Parliament. Anyone in this House who, for example,
rates the price decisions taken by the Council of Agri-
culrure Ministers higher than the budget is, of course,
undermining the rights of this Parliament.
(Applause)
5. All this means that the Commission's proposals
concerning agricultural expenditure 
- 
whatever objec-
tive view may be taken of these proposals 
- 
represent
the least that must be done, at least as they concern
the financial aspects.
5. I7ith these provisions the Committee on Budgets
supports the increase in the proportion of value-added
tax paid to the Community proposed by the Commis-
sion.
7. ln pangraph 32, we also advocate that these
resources be primarily used for the policies proposed
by this Parliament on a number of occasions. I will
list these policies once again, as the Committee on
Budgets has done in paragraph 17 of the motion for a
resolution : the fight against unemployment, the
economic crisis and hunger in the world ; a long-term
structural policy which assists the poor regions of
Europe; and Portugal's and Spain's accession to the
Communiry. It must also be pointed out, however,
that the majority of the Committee on Budgets
consider it unhelpful and superfluous to discuss the
Commission's proposal that the natipnal parliaments
should not be consulted on a future increase in the
maximum rate of value-added tax. The discussion of
this proposal would result in some national parlia-
ments rejecting the whole of the proposal for an
increase in the maximum rate of value-added tax.
8. In line with Parliament's present unequivocal atti-
tude, the Committee on Budgets proposes that the
differences in per capita incomes and the economic
efficiency of the Member States should be considered
not only in the variable part of value-added tax but in
value-added tax as a whole.
9. The Committee on Budgets also agrees to the vari-
able VAT rate, but would like the only reference quan-
tity to be those common agricultural markets in
which there are structural surpluses. This might make
it easier for us to solve the problem that is the greatest
threat to the whole agricultural market, the problem
of structural surpluses.
10. The Committee on Budgets explicity points out
that these problems must not be solved at the expense
of the economically weaker nations. It therefore
expressly states that special arrang€ments are needed
for Member States whose economic efficiency is well
below the average for the European Community but
whose agriculture accounts for an above-average share
of the economy as a whole.
In this connection, I should like to make it quite clear
that not only the agricultural policy but also the
regional poliry is in urgent need of reform. It is high
time we ensured that regional poliry resources go to
the regions of Europe where the standards are well
below those in other areas and that Regional Fund
resources are riot used to bring about financial adjust-
ments in favour of stronger or less hard-hit countries.
(Applause)
That concludes what I have to say about the resolu-
tion. I7e have reached the point in Parliament where
there are no more 'ifs' and 'buts'. Anyone who now
continues 3o delay, anyone who now tries to gloss over
the situation, anyone who now tries to save structural
surpluses will be destroying the common agicultural
policy and the European Community. I hope that we
all realize how serious the situation is.
(Applause)
Mr Friih (PPE), draftsman of tbe opinion of tbe
Committee on Agriculture. 
- 
@E) Mr Presideng
ladies and gentlemen, I have the honour to present
the opinion of the Committee on Agriculture on the
Arndt report. It goes without saying that the
Committee on Agriculture has a strong, a vital interest
in this report. That was also clear from the rappor-
teur's statement. For reasons which I will discuss in a
moment, we of the Committee on Agriculture have
come down in favour of an increase in resources, as
proposed by the Commission, because we believe that
this increase is unavoidable if new policies are to be
established 
- 
something we very muqh qr6t6erns 
-if the Community is to be enlarged 
- 
as again
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became clear in Luxembourg only last week 
- 
and if
the principles of the common agricultural policy, that
is to say, the market, financial solidarity and Commu-
nity preference, are to be upheld, and no one has yet
questioned these principles.
I listened to the rapporteur of the Committee on
Budgets very attentively and largely share his view
that the agricultural poliry is going through a difficult
phase and that changes and adiustments are needed.
Changes to the agricultural policy without it
collapsing will clearly not be accomplished, as many
here probably think and as the Committee on
Budgets perhaps imagines, with millions and millions
being saved to provide the resources needed to do
what I was saying iust now. According to the Commis-
sion's proposal, the savinp will be in the order of DM
10 000m to 20 000m, which would probably be too
much for the common agricultural policy to stand,
especially if it is to be changed in such a way that the
regions in particular need of assistance do not suffer.
There is a second aspect I should like to stress. !7e
agree that the increas€ in resources should be deter-
mined by reference to an agricultural criterion,
whatever form it may take, but, like the previous
speaker, we firmly believe that the financially weaker
countries, where agricultural products account for a
larger proportion of the national product, must not
suffer as a result. To put it another way, people are
naturally annoyed 
- 
particularly in my country 
-
when countries with a very good social structure, with
very high income levels, with a well structured,
smoothly functioning economy become net recipients
because of agricultural repayments, although, as you
know, I have no liking for the phrase 'net recipient'.
In this critical situation, the Committee on Agricul-
ture welcomes the idea which the Commission has
repeatedly proposed in the past and has again raised
in this connection, of trying to regulate imports of oils
and fats in compliance with GATT as a possible
means of raising additional revenue, at leas! while
restrictions are imposed on the Community's agricul-
tural producers, especially as we can expect it to take
several years, as the rapporteur has said, for this pro-
posal from the Commission to be implemented.
In view of the limited speaking time I have, I will
conclude by saying that the Committee on Agricul-
ture has proposed that transitional measures should be
introduced if it takes too long for this to be achieved,
because we cannot go on living with the sword of
Damocles over our heads for ever. It is unacceptable
that we should be paralysed, that the agricultural
policy cannot be changed or reshaped, because
changes need not necessarily be cheaper. Nor do I
believe that we can introduce other policies if we tie
ourselves down to this one per cent. I hope that you
will bear these objections and proposals from the
Committee on Agriculture in mind when you come to
make your decision.
Mr Tugendhat, Vice-President of tbe Commission.
- 
Mr President, may I begin by congratulating Mr
Arndt both on the vigour of his speech and on the
wisdom of much of what he said. I hope very much
that the words which he had to say about the diffi-
culties of choice and the consequences of choice will
be listened to by a great many people in this House.
Today's debate marks an important step in the process
of obtaining new resources for the Community, of
updating the Community's financing system and of
restoring the impetus of the Community's further
development. Both Parliament and the Commission
have made known their views about the need for new
own resources on a number of occasions in recent
years, but the first formal step in the present legisla-
tive process was in February this year, when the
Commission presented its Green Paper on the future
financing of the Community and when President
Thorn gave the Commission's programme speech in
this House. The Green Paper was intended to canvass
opinions prior to the presentation of formal proposals.
In the light of the opinions received, notably in Parlia-
ment's own interim resolution of 13 April, the
Commission's formal legislative proposal was
submitted on 4 May. It is this proposal on which Parli-
ament's own formal opinion is now required.
The Commission has made it clear that its approach
to the Community s present malaise has three maior
components. Firsg the strengthening of existing
Community policies in order to tackle the problems
we face in common, such as unemployment and
industrial decline, and the introduction of new ones,
such as research, new technologies, energy, where the
economies and benefis of a coordinated European
effort are, we believe, evident. Secondly, reform of the
common agricultural policy in order to remove struc-
tural surpluses and by stringent management to limit
future growth of agricultural spending to a level less
than the growth in own resources. Thirdly, an increase
in the Community's own resources themselves, in the
first place oia a ruising of the VAT ceiling to l.4o/o
but with a provision for subsequent increases by
means of joint decisions of Parliament and Council.
This increase would be coupled with a transitional
correction on the receipt side of the budget in the
form of a modulation of part of the Community's
VAT revenues until such time as the present prepon-
derance of agricultural expenditure in the budget is
offset by the development of new policies.
The present debate is concerned primarily with the
third element in this approach, namely, the 'own
resources' and financing dossier. I would remind the
House, however, that the Commission has also
presented in proper legislative form proposals on the
other two elemenB 
- 
namely, the strengthening of
the existing Community policies and the develop-
ment of new ones and the reform of the common agri-
cultural policy.
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Today's debate therefore has a historic dimension, and
I think it is important that we should all be aware of
that. It is the first occasion on which a directly-elected
Parliament will deliver a formal opinion, as the Treaty
requires, on a proposal to increase the Community's
own resources. It is also, of course, an issue of immed-
iate practical urgency. In the present state of the
Community's finances, early agreement on our future
course is absolutely vital.
It would not be appropriate to the occasion, Mr Presi-
dent, for the Commission to review each and every
paragraph of the draft resolution in detail. I should
prefer to look at the resolution as a whole within the
wider context in which it has quite properly been set.
It is clear that there is a large measure of agreement
between the resolution and the Commission's own
policies, both on the objectives and on the means to
achieve them. As regards the objectives, we agree on
the urgent need for a solution within the budgetary
framework to the problems of budgetary imbalances
and to the creation of new own resources, on the
reform and strict control of the common agricultural
policy, on the priority to be given to launching new
policies, particularly in the sectors of industrial
renewal, research and new technologies, on devoting
more resources to combating unemployment and to
the development of the poorer regions. Finally, we
agree on the need to include Spain and Portugal
within these policies. All these questions are inextri-
cably linked to the Commission's proposals. Agricul-
tural reform, quite apart from its own merits, has
become an essential element in any budgetary agree-
ment, and none of the other issues can be resolved
without additional funds.
As regards the means, I am pleased to note that the
resolution acknowledges, in paragraph 23, that the
Commission modified its thinking in certain respects
following the presentation of its Green Paper and, in
paragraph 30, that our proposals concerning the rate
of increase in the VAT percentage are considered to
be satisfactory. Moreover, the resolution accepts in
principle our proposals for a modulation of part of the
VAT rate to finance a proportion of the budget so
long as EAGGF (Guarantee) expenditure exceeds
33 o/o of. total budgetary expenditure (that is in para-
graph 38).
There are, however, a number of points on which we
differ. It is right that I should draw the attention of
the House to them. Some of these differences are
essentially technical. For our part, we anticipate great
difficulty in quantifying, for the purpose of calculating
net contributions 
- 
and here I quote 
- 
both the
'financial and economic advantages and the real
burdens of membership' (paragraph l8). The concep-
tual problems alone are such that argument over defi-
nitions could go on for a long time. In any event, the
purpose of such a calculation is not clear. I might add
that if we were to undertake such an exercicse, one
result would be, I think, that the Member States would
vie with each other to show how badly they did out of
the Community. That, too, would be a counter-produc-
tive result of that exercise.
The Commission does not agree either with the pro-
posal 
- 
nor with Parliament's comments to that
effect 
- 
advocating the use of the net contribution
concept in connection with the Community's future
financing. Also, in the realm of statistics and forecasts,
I fear that a financial plan for 1986 to 1990 (paragraph
3l) would be subject to very large margins of error, so
large indeed that it could prove a counter-productive
exercise.
Some other differences between us are, I think, quite
minor. Our aim in proposing replacement of the fixed
l0 0/o collection by a more flexible formula was to try
to reflect true collection costs. At this stage we simply
do not know whether the substitution of 5 o/o or l0 o/o
as the ceiling for any refund would be the most appro-
priate figure. The Commission would prefer to leave
the precise percentage open for the time being.
There are also some significant differences. First,
although the resolution accepts both the principle of
modulating part of VAT and two of the three
correcting factors proposed, it seeks to replace the key
of Member States' shares in agricultural production
subject to a market organization by shares in producs
in agricultural surplus (paragraph 39). An initial diffi-
culty with this concept is that the lawyers, . and
perhaps also the national parliaments, will require
some definition of the term 'structural surplus' before
incorporating it in a maior treaty decision. Although
the Commission sympathizes with the aim of seeking
to identify those sectors of agriculture which present
particularly serious problems, it seems likely, I think,
to prove too sophisticated a concept to apply in prac-
tice.
Secondly, the resolution would extend the use of the
other two correcting factors 
- 
GDP per head and
shares in net operating surplus 
- 
to the remainder of
the VAT (paragraph 37), that is to say, to that part of
VAT which, under the Commission's proposals, would
finance the remainder of the budget after all other
revenues, including the revenue for modulated VAT
covering part of EAGGF (Guarantee) expenditure, had
been taken into account.
It is perhaps ungracious of the Commission, having
proposed a modulation of part of VAT, to express
reservations on the extension of modulation to the
whole. Nevertheless, I would stress that our proposals
merely modulate a part of VAT and only for so long
as EAGGF (Guarantee) spending exceeds 33 % of the
budget. This temporary and partial modulation would
leave the basic VAT mechanism intact. The resolu-
tion, on the other hand, would extend modulation to
the whole of VAT and on a permanent basis. !7e feel
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this goes too far, and we are by no means clear that
the overall result would be to assist us with resolving
the Community's budgetary problems.
I must also comment on the proposed rejection of a
Community procedure for controlling future increases
in the VAT ceiling (paragraph 33).
The Community procedure included in our proposals
would constitute an important transfer of powers from
national parliaments to the Community as a whole,
and to the European Parliament in particular. That is
one of the points which I think the Parliament ought
to bear in mind.
As long ago as 1973, the Commission proposed Treaty
amendments to increase Parliament's powers in this
crucial area. For its own part, Parliament has in the
past consistently soughg understandably, to exercise
its existing powers to the full, and, of course, where
possible, to extend them. The Spinelli resolution is
only one example of this process. I can only, there-
fore, express surprise that Parliament itself seems
disposed to renounce an interest in this area.
I must also draw the attention of the House to the fact
that the rejection of Community control over future
increases in the VAT ceiling has the effect of merely
substituting a l'4o/o ceiling for the present lo/o. A
VAT rate of. 0'4 o/o currently yields some 5 billion
ECU. The implication of this figure is clear : if the
VAT ceiling is retained, if the new ceiling is set at
l'4o/o and we then embark on the new policies which
Parliament and the Commission both envisage, the
Community will be obliged to repeat the long and
uncertain Article 201 procedure in the not too distant
future. In the Commission's view, therefore, so small
an increase in the VAT ceiling would impose serious
constraints on achieving the objectives on which we
are, Mr President, so largely agreed.
(Applause)
IN THE CHAIR: MR ESTGEN
Vice-President
Mr von der Vring (S). 
- 
(DE) Mr President, the
Socialist Group approves the report drawn up by Mr
Arndt, to whom we should like to express our appreci-
ation and thanks for the trouble he has taken. We
approve the report of the Committee on Budgets,
although we have one reservation, which I will discuss
in a moment.
I will begin, Mr President, by making one thing clear
about the present financial crisis in the Community.
This budgetary crisis clearly reveals the deficiencies of
our Community, but it was not this that prompted the
present debate. The enlargement of the Community's
financial basis is not intended as a means of financing
the common agricultural policy, and we have abso-
lutely no intention of assuming when we take this
decision today and tomorrow that the worst of this
reform is now behind us.
The rearrangement of the financing of the Commu-
nity has two aspects, on which this Parliament has
often expressed its views and is very largely agreed.
Firstly, the Community's irresponsibly small budget
must be increased if its policies are to be extended to
include the tasks it should be performing, to take in
new common policies to fight unemployment, the
economic crisis and hunger in the world, a common
industrial, technology and research policy, a long-term
structural policy, including an agricultural structural
policy geared to specific regions, not the least impor-
tant aspect of which may be that it will relieve the
burden on the guarantee policy, and, of course, the
financing of all the costs associated with the accession
of Spain and Portugal. In other words, what we are
concerned with here is not an increase in public
spending but with a redistribution of public finances
and a suitable redistribution of tasks between the
Communiry and its Member States.
The second aspect is just as important as the first,
perhaps even more important : adjusting the sharing
of burdens and benefits among the Member States and
regions of the Community. A degree of solidarity and
iustice among the members of the Community must
be achieved, because, without it, fruitful cooperation is
unthinkable in the long run.
Setting obiective standards to ensure fair distribution
is always and everywhere a problem, and the Commis-
sion and the Committee on Budgets, with its
proposed amendments, have naturally had difficulties
in this respect. But such proposals must be seen
simply as a pragmatic approach, not as dogma. Nor
has the last word been said on this subject. As always
with the problem of fairness, we must start by elimi-
nating particularly glaring iniustices, because it just
happens to be easier to define injustice than justice.
And we begin with two aspects we consider intoler-
able: on the one hand, the unequal distribution of
burdens and benefits, so clearly revealed by the British
problem; on the other, the growing discrepancy
between wealthy and poor regions, which is partly the
result of the Community's policy in the past, the
common market, the excessive emphasis our common
agricultural policy places on the North and the all too
modest resources with which the Community's struc-
tural fund is endowed. I do not need to reiterate what
has been said here on this subject in numerous
debates, but some of the statements by national
governments on, or their objections to, this aspect of
the Commission's proposals do call for comment on
th principles concerned.
I am referring to such terms as juste retour, net contri-
bution and 
- 
in the German case 
- 
new net contri-
bution. I should like to meet the man who is capable
of measuring the benefits in ECU the various Member
No l-305/38 Debates of the European Parliament 25. r0. 83
von der Vring
States derive from the common market. The differ-
ences are, of course, plain to see, but the Federal
German Government would have serious difficulty if
asked to say what contribution to the Community
budget it considered appropriate in return for the
Community's open frontiers. The calculation of net
contributions, even in rectified form, may well reveal
gross iniustices, but it cannot be regarded as a
standard for the fair distribution of benefits and
burdens in the Community. The idea of juste retour
is retrograde, and that is why people also say relour
back before the Community. The future of the
Community, however, requires a forward-looking
financial reform, the financing of common policies to
the joint benefit of all, policies that are so formulated
that everyone feels that on the whole he is being
treated fairly.
The Commission's proposals now before us deal of
necessity with only half of the problem 
- 
the reform
of the revenue side of the budget. They will increase
the scope for the budgetary policy in the next few
years. They do not therefore permit a general and
conclusive assessment of the solutions to the distribu-
tion problem. !7e are forced to make adjustments
because the expected volume of expenditure will not
be sufficient in the medium term to ensure an appro-
priate redistribution of expendiiure. An adiustment of
the revenue side, however, will only affect distribution
among thq Member States. Redistribution to benefit
the poorer regions of the Community can only be
achieved through expenditure. In particular, this will
also entail 
- 
we must remind the relevant quarters of
this later 
- 
the reform of the regional policy, which
is still outstanding. The inclusion proposed by the
Committee on Budgets of shares of the structunl agri-
cultural surpluses as a criterion for the allocation of a
proportion of VAT contributions is designed to facili-
tate the solution of the outstanding agricultural
problems. I/e do not see this proposal as dogma
either. !flhen this adfustment is made, however, we
must insist on the exclusion of poor Member States
where agriculture is a major employer.
I will conclude with two comments on the likelihood
of the Commission's proposals being ratified. I do not
think Commissioner Tugendhat heard Mr Arndt
correctly. \U7hat the Commission proposes in Article 3
(5) as regards the fundamental amendment of the
Community's constitution is completely in line with
our aims. This Parliament is, of course, in favour of
the Community's organs deciding autonomously on
the volume of the Community's revenue in the future.
But to link the ratification of an increase in the VAT
rate in the present procedure to a constitutional
amendment of this kind is, as the Commissioner very
well knows, to condemn the whole thing to failure.
That is why we want Article 3 (5) removed. !7hen this
is all over and done with, the Commission can come
back with a new proposal on this subject, and it will
then have our support.
Secondly, whether this proposal from the Commission
is approved by the German Bundestag and the House
of Commons will largely depend on its being made
clear for what the additional revenue may not be used.
The Commission has unfortunately failed to clarify
this question, as has the Committee on Budgets. The
vast maiority of the German public consider it unac-
ceptable that increased allocations of funds to the
Communiry should be used to finance agricultural
surpluses. This problem must be solved with agricul-
tural resources. If this solution is successful, the I %
limit will not restrict the future agricultural policy.
I7e have consequently tabled two amendments, one
to the report and one to the Commission's proposal,
and to avoid any misunderstandings, these amend-
ments make it clear that the cost of enlargements and
the cost of new structural programmes, even in the
area governed by the agricultural policy, will, of
course, be financed from the new revenue. That
should make our amendments acceptable.
I7e Socialists endorse these proposals provided that
these guarantees are set out in the texts. lTithout
guarantees regarding the use made of the new
revenue, the Commission's proposals will not be
approved, in the Federal Republic of Germany at
least, especially in the year of, the European elections.
Those who refuse to support these two amendments
will be endangering the ratification of the whole pro-
posal. I therefore urge the House to approve these
amendments.
(Applause)
Mr Notenboom (PPE). 
- 
(NL) Mr President, Parlia-
ment has to deliver its opinion on the Commission's
proposals on the future financing of the Community.
My group will cooperate in this and has a great deal of
respect for the extensive work Mr Arndt has so far
done on the subiect. Much has already been said, and
at the stage we have reached today, I shall be able to
explain only a few of our ideas in the five minutes
that have been allocated to me.
The Commission's proposals are detailed and clearly
designed to give rise to the least opposition, the least
pain in each of the Member States, which are busily
working out which nuances and aspects will be of
greatest advantage to them, what each can get out of
the Community for itself. But, Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, in the final analysis technique can
never fill the gap if there is no Community spirit or
political will. As regards the principle of the juste
retour, vvhich still has an effect on all this, I must
point out that I fully endorse what Mr von der Vring
has just said on behalf of his group.
The remedy must be adapted to suit the seriousness of
the disease. !?'e cannot afford to be too sensitive at
this stage, because the disease is deep-rooted. The
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ceiling on our resources must be raised. The Member
States are right to want to impose strict conditions on
an increase. That is what I want too.
The cost of the agricultural policy must be reduced, it
must be kept within limits, it must stop being open-
ended, without limits, but the common agricultural
policy must continue to be the strong European
mortar that holds the Member States together. New
policies must be seen as replacement policies, so that
they relieve or do not further increase the burden on
national budgets. It is essential that this view be taken,
as the Arndt report roughly, but not always explicitly,
says. Mr von der Vring has just referred to the redis-
tribution of public expenditure'. I share this view. It
could also be called 'replacement policy'. Redistribu-
tion means Europeanization, but without its imposing
an additional burden on public spending.
The Arndt report also says 
- 
explicitly this time 
-that the legal nature of our own resources, for which
there has been such a struggle, must remain intact.
On it will depend both the financial autonomy of the
European Community uis-d-ois the Member States
and the powers of this Parliament. I consider it a very
serious question, Mr Commissioner, whether all the
VAT keys used in your proposals encroach upon what
are most definitely the Community's own resources. I
think that they do and that there are experts in your
legal services who think the same. The Arndt report is
therefore slightly contradictory. The rapporteur need
not worry: my group will certainly be taking a posi-
tive attitude, but if the keys are approved and are then
described in greater detail,- not iust a key for agricul-
ture but one for agricultural surpluses as well 
- 
they
will begin to encroach even further on the strictly
legal nature of our resources. The Community will
then have even greater difficulty with the Court of
Justice if a Member State ever complains about the
money it is expected to pay, and it will be in a weak
position if the nature of own resources, so strong at
present, is changed, and there is something of this in
the proposals. As I see it, the agricultural key certainly
affects the nature of these resources. I am not saying
that my group will vote against this report. I do not
know yet but the question is also whether it will help
to curb or simply legitimate surplus production. These
Member States can after all say : we are paying for it.
!7e must give this some careful thought.
Finally 
- 
there is a great deal more to say, but I have
almost reached the end of my time 
- 
I personally
believe it is short-sighted to reduce the costs the
Member States receive in compensation for collecting
old own resources from l0 to 5. I proposed this once,
three years ago, together with Mr Aigner. But after
careful consideration and after what has happened in
the Member States, I have to say : be careful. If we
deprive the Member States of an interest in a small
part of these Community resources, there is a danger
that they will be less prudent in their collection and
control activities and give precedence to their own
national resources over the collection of the Commu-
nity's resources.
These are still outstanding issues, Mr President. I am
not saying that my group will vote against all of them,
but there are still many questions awaiting answers in
this connection. !fle must take a decision this week.
I[e shall do what we can, and we cannot be too sensi-
tive about it. But it is a great pity that in the quandary
in which we find ourselves, in view of the impasse we
face, we have to use the rough-and-ready methods that
have been proposed here in some cases.
Lord Douro (ED). 
- 
Mr President, my group very
much welcomes the Amdt resolution, and we would
like particularly to congratulate Mr Arndt. I know it is
customary to give congratulations to the rapporteur,
but I think that in this instance those congratulations
are particularly well deserved. In a comparatively short
time Mr Arndt has prepared an excellent report on a
very complex subject of great significance to the
Community, fundamental to the continued existence
of the Community. \7e think that he has done an
excellent job.
It is, of course a matt€r of great urgency. !7e are all
aware that the Community's own resources are now
exhausted. 'We are not the only institution of the
Community which is now debating this important
matter. I think it very appropriate that Parliament
should now, at the end of October, give a clear
opinion on this matter, as it is importanT in the last
five or six weeks in the run-up to the important Furo-
pean Council meeting in Athens on December 5, that
Parliament's opinion should be known and should be
considered by the Council and others concerned.
Some years ago, certain Member States, including my
own, were implacably opposed to any increase in the
Community's own resources. There has, however,
been a significant shift in the attitude of, for example,
the United Kingdom. Now there is an awareness that
on certain conditions an increase in these resources
would be appropriate and acceptable. The most impor-
tant condition of all is that the cost of the surpluses
generated by the common agricultural policy should
be controlled.
Now I realize that Mr Friih, who unfortunately is no
longer here, and other members of the Committee on
Agriculture view any talk of this sort as an attack on
the CAP, as an attack on farmers. That is completely
erroneous. I am a farmer myself, and it is undoubtedly
true that unless we can alter the way that the struc-
tural surpluses are generated and the cost of storing
and disposing of them, the CAP will become so
unpopular with the rest of the public who are not
farmers that a much greater attack on it will become
inevitable in the future.
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\7e are not talking about cutting agricultural expendi-
ture. Mr Friih talked about cutting billions of ECU
from the agricultural budget.
That is not what we are talking about. We are talking
about controlling, curtailing the increase in agricul-
tural expenditure. That is an important part of the
Arndt resolution 
- 
that agricultural expenditure
should increase at a slower rate than the Community's
own resources as they are at present calculated. That is
a fundamental clause in this resolution, and I hope it
will be generally accepted by the House.
The other main condition, at least for members of my
group, is that a long-term restructuring of the Commu-
nity's finances should enable us to avoid unacceptable
situations arising in the future for any particular
Member State. I can assure this House that no British
Member of the European Parliament has enjoyed the
agonizing deliberations that we have gone through
every year on these ad hoc repayments to Britain.
Nobody in Britain wants that to continue. That is
what everybody must understand, but we must have a
fair long-term solution which avoids the necessity of
these repayments to Britain before any increase in the
Community's own resources can be contemplated. We
do recognize that, as Mr Arndt has very clearly
expressed in his resolution and as he said in his
speech, the question of what each Member State gets
out of the Community and what it puts in is not iust a
financial calculation; there are things other than the
financial considerations which should be taken into
account, and we do support the wording of paragraph
8. Mr Notenboom talked about juste retour. Vle do
not talk about 
.iuste retour, what we talk about is
justice. All we want is a fair deal, and we do not want
this matter to have to be considered every year, as it
now is.
\tr7'e accept that if these conditions are met, an
increase in the Community's own resources is desir-
able in order to develop new Community policies and,
what is very important, to allow for the accession of
Spain and Portugal. Indeed, this debate on the
Community's future financing is absolutely crucial to
the negotiations with Spain and Portugal. Only a clear
and firm decision on the future financing of the
Community can, in fact, clear the way for the Iberian
countries to join us in a Community of twelve.
So, Mr President, we support the Arndt resolution in
its present form. !tr7e shall be voting against most of
the amendments. 'lIfe hope that the present wording
will be preserved. If the present wording, or some of
it, is not preserved and if some of the important para-
graphs of the Arndt motion for a resolution are
amended, then, of course, we shall have to reconsider
our position. But we hope the present wording will
survive. Ve hope other groups will ensure that it does
survive, and I very much hope that the present Arndt
motion for a resolution, as we are considering it this
morning, will be carried tomorrow afternoon with an
overwhelming majority.
Mr Baillot (COM). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, the
financing of the Community is of considerable impor-
tance because it very largely conditions the pursuit of
European integration. But if we are to provide any
lasting solutions, we still have to have an exact, un-
biased analysis of the situation.
On 2l April 1970, balance was established berween
the Member States in respect of the definition of finan-
cial and budget rulings. The system worked for 10
years. !(ith the agreement of 30 May 1980, Great
Britain upset the balance and led the Community'into
permanent renegotiation of its contribution, thereby
flouting the principle of financial solidarity. ln 1982,
the system of financial compensation was even
extended to the Federal Republic.
In recent years, the British contribution has eclipsed
the overall problem of resources and the implementa-
tion of new common policies. !7e should not be led
into hasty and disorganized decisions by the urgency
of the situation. Depletion of own resources should
not become a means whereby the Commission and
Parliament can exert pressure to boost their powers to
the detriment of the Council and the national parlia-
ments. This, alas, is what I fear will happen, bearing
in mind the way the proposals are at the moment.
This is why the French communists and allies will not
accept the Commission's proposal to deprive the
national parliaments of their constitutional powers if
VAT is increased, by 0.5 o/o at a time, beyond the
1.4 o/o.
In the same way, we cannot accept the VAT ceiling
being removed or the tax being modulated according
to the importance of agriculture. This would mean
that France, for example, would be particularly heavily
penalized, although it was a net contributor to the
Community budget in 1982. As we see it, it is out of
the question to talk about an unacceptable situation in
budget terms alone. Everything has to be put in the
balance of European construction 
- 
the advantages,
of course, but the financial, economic and social risks
as well. The Federal Republic, for example, has been
getting the benefit of the monetary compensatory
amounts for years and it has a trade surplus, compared
to all the other countries of the EEC, of l0 000
million ECU, which is five times its net contribution.
Is this permanent trade deficit not an unacceptable
situation for the other countries ?
Mr Arndt's repbrt has the merit of not limiting Euro-
pean construction to budget transfers. But as we see it,
it has the serious danger of intensifying the offensive
against the farmers. So it is wrong to say that the
budget imbalance is the result of agricultural support
measures. The proof of this is that EAGGF expendi-
ture was dropped frcm 7 5o/o to.650/o of the budget in
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only a few years. As discussions and proposals now
stand, I get the idea that we are passing over some
important questions 
- 
the vital need to bring order
to the Community's finances, for example. If agricul-
ture is to take off again on new, healthier and more
realistic foundations, then it should not be saved from
this rationalization, as we have already said in this
House on a number of occasions. IUTe think that this
rationalization has to be done along the right lines,
that is to say via a rebalance that is to the benefit of
small and medium-sized businesses and of certain
productions, such as our Mediterranean productions,
which have so far been passed over.
Lastly, it has to be admitted that Parliament enjoys
itself voting credits and creating new budget lines. But
every other year, these credits are under-used, often by
more than 40 o/o, or they are only used as means of
making transfers between the States by false common
policies, so-called structural ones. I should like to ask
whether, with the resources we now have, we cannot
gear the budget to more constructive aims such as
economic recovery, the shorter working week the
strengthening of the commercial policy to deter pres-
sure from America and encouragement for industrial
cooperation.
Furthermore 
- 
and we have the proof of this, figures,
here 
- 
it is possible to find new resources at once, in
particular by doing away with the monetary compensa-
tory amounts and making full use of the system of
Community preference. This measure alone would
bring in something like 3 500 million ECU p.a. to the
budget 
- 
almost a quarter of the budget of the
EAGGF !
Those are the remarks and proposals we wanted to
make.
Mr Rossi (L). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, do I need to say
that today's debate is a fundamental one because it in
fact involves saying just what sort of Community we
want in the coming years 
- 
a Community of stagna-
tion and, therefore, of regression in the short term,
something founded on the lowest common denomi-
nator, or a dynamic Europe that holds out hope for
us?
Faced with such an important choice, how can we fail
to think deeply ? Our responsibility as European politi-
cians forces us to pose the problem of Community
financing in terms of objective questions and to
provide equally objective answers to them.
The Communiry which at the outset introduced the
common agricultural policy, which has done and is
still doing undeniable good, has gradually wanted to
extend its scope. But for the moment, income has not
kept pace with this 
- 
although it has to be said that
there has been no sign of the national governments'
political will to introduce new policies, not because of
a shortage of credits (that the Parliament would not
have hesitated to vote), but because our States lack any
European ardour.
This is the basic problem facing us at the moment.
Other factors also have to be taken into consideration,
it is true, but 
- 
and we make no attempt to hide this
- 
they are only subsidiary factors. I am thinking here
in particular of the efforts that need to be made to
achieve better management of the common agricul-
tural policy. rUTe believe that it has become necessary
to adapt this policy.and if we fail to accept this, we
will run the risk of dismantling it. But let us be
realistic. How is it possible to believe that this
measure alone will provide the extra resources the
Community now needs ?
Those, Mr President, are the reasons why the Liberal
and Democratic Group has tabled a series of amend-
ments to the Arndt report. $7'e really do have the
impression that the document has not taken every-
thing properly into consideration. By putting the
accent almost exclusively on the common agricultural
policy and considering it responsible for all our
problems, not only is it not assessing the facts objec-
tively, but 
- 
and this is even more dangerous 
- 
it is
likely to generate a reaction, a radical one. So we
think that our amendments will pave the way for a
concensus in this House and that they will avoid
sterile confrontation between those who are somewhat
artificially labelled as the partisans or the adversaries
of the common agricultural policy, when what we
have here is a Community policy, a policy that exists,
and although we may have differing opinions as to the
way that policy is managed, we should all be in agree-
ment as to the principles behind it.
Our group, as you know, agrees with the principles
outlined by the Commission to a very large extent and
particularly when we insist on the fact, in amendment
No 5, that VAT will have to be raised if European
construction is to be furthered.
IUfle also support the Commission in amendment No
7, in which we wish to re-establish the parameters it
laid down for calculation of the variable rate of VAT.
Those, Mr President, are our principal amendments,
although of course we shall be explaining the rest in
the course of tomorrow's sitting. Let me sum up. !U7e
say yes to better management of the common agricul-
tural policy, but we say no to it being condemned, yes
to a relaunching of the construction of Europe, but no
to any relaunching that is founded on the ashes of the
common agricultural policy. Europe's fresh start
means fresh resources. That is the message.
Our Parliament owes it to itself to cut across today's
debate 
- 
which probably is, as Mr Arndt said, one of
the most important it has held.
(Altltlause)
Mr de la Maldne (DEP). 
- 
(FR) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen. Today we have taken up a
debate we held last spring, but the situation is more
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serious than it was before because I think the
Committee on Budget's report that Mr Arndt, our
colleague from the Socialist Group, has presented to
us is, in a way, a more radical version of a Commis-
sion text we have alteady turned down.
So I should like to make clear, right from the start,
that we can give no support to the Commission's prop-
osals and even less to the proposals of Mr Arndt. \fle
are not in favour of either the spirit or the letter of
them.
The Committee on Budgets tells us that, as far as
expenditure is concerned, the CAP upsets the budget.
!fle disagree with this version of the facts. The CAP
does not upset the budget, as it precedes it. So there is
no call for surprise that the agricultural policy that has
been financed through the budget constitutes a consid-
erable part of it.
However, as I have already had the honour of saying,
there may be a lack of balance in the way the costs are
distributed. That is a different thing altogether. It is a
mistake to confuse a lack of balance in the budget
with a lack of balance of the costs 
- 
which may well
need investigation, we agree. As a result, we are unable
to go along with the Committee on Budgets when it
says that the lack of balance in the budget has to be
reduced by a cut in agricultural spending.
The rapporteur goes further than the Commission
proposals when it comes to income, as he completely
modulates VAT and has it based on agricultural indica-
tors. There again, we cannot go along with him. !7e
do not want the agricultural policy to be renational-
ized on the basis of income, perhaps pending the day
when it is renationalized on the basis of expenditure.
So we are totally against any modulation of VAT in
the light of agricultural indicaton.'We are not against
it being modulated in the light of wealth, which,
perhaps, would alter the distribution of costs within
the Community. But we do not want to attack the
only common policy we have. I(e do not want the
common agricultural policy to be partly renationalized
on the basis of income. So we are against this formula.
But we are in favour of an increase in VAT that is
calculated in the light of the wealth of the Member
States. All we have to do is define the criteria.
As to expenditure, we are not, of course, hostile to the
idea of making an effort to cut aSricultural spending
- 
provided the aim is not a solely financial one. We
are not, of course, in favour of the development of the
milk factories that are burgeoning all over northern
Europe. \7e think that this is deviating from the
common agricultural policy and has to be stopped.
This is not agriculture. It is industry 
- 
and industry
with imported products too !
That, Mr President, is what I wanted once more to say
in this debate. !fle shall not go along with the rappor-
teur. Yle shall follow the Committee on Agriculture
and we shall table amendments. Our ultimate posi-
tion, naturally, will depend on the fate of the amend-
ments of the Committee oh Agriculture, of our
colleagues and of the people in our group.
Mr Eisma (NI). 
- 
(NL) W President, this Parlia-
ment must not resign itself to undesirable develop-
ments, not even when they are described as unavoid-
able by the Commission, the Council and some
Member States. This is also true of the various propo-
sals concerning the future financing of the Commu-
nity.
Some of these proposals include aspects which, had
they beert put forward two years ago, for example,
would have made the hair of any right-minded Euro-
pean stand on end. 'Reasonable compensation' is one
such aspect. In the proposals made by a number of
Member States, but in the Commission's proposals
too, this element is included by mgans of indicators of
agricultural production, as if it was the most natural
thing in the world and an inevitable factor in the
future financing of the Commqnity.
Mr President, we still believe that the principle of reas-
onable compensation must be reiected. Lord Douro
has criticized Mr Notenboom for mentioning the idea
of juste retour here. I have the feeling that Lord
Douro himself is thinking of the juste retour while
claiming he is only talking about justice. What's in a
word ? The point at issue is the background to the
proposals, which are still very heavily biased towards
reasonable compensation. It conflicts with the spirit of
the Treaty, questions the principle of the Commu-
nity's own resources and makes transfers outside the
Community budget necessary. I completely agree with
Mr von der Vring and Mr Nqtenboom that the idea of
the juste retour must be rejected.
Of course, we also realize that a solution must now be
found to the financial problems ; but in our view it
can only be found as part of a global arrangement, in
which money does not flow in two direction. \7e
therefore agree to the incorporation of an additional
welfare indicator in the form of gross domestic
product per capita as the basis for the Member States'
VAT payments. I stress that this must be an addi-
tional wellare indicator, because VAT is in itself an
indicator of this kind.
D'66 supports the idea of increasing Community
resources by raising the I % ceiling on VAT, but only
if it is ensured that these additional resources do not
again disappear into the bottomless pit of farm prices.
And it is not enough simply to say that 'agricultural
expenditure must no longer rise faster than our own
resources .
No, Mr President, Guarantee expenditure must be
reduced with a purposeful agricultural policy based on
self-sufficiency. This means that the system as such,
the whole of the Community's market and price
policy in the agricultural sector, must be revised. We
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therefore believe there is a very great need for every
farm that produces a surplus to be charged a high
superlevy. rWithout this fundamental choice the finan-
cial problems will be solved by passing them on to
agricultural incomes, and that would be a bad thing.
Apart from the Commission's proposal, various plans
have been put forward by individual Member States,
all convinced, of course, that their plan will benefit
the Community most. The European conviction in
which these various plans are cloaked is so touching
that we can only keep back our tears with difficulty.
tUfhat is striking is that the author of each of these
plans would come off best if it were implemented.
Member States which have not themselves come
fonward with plans adopt the same criterion in
backing one of the authors. None of these proposals,
whether they have been made by the British, the
Danes or the French, offer an adquate or a funda-
mental solution to the problem of the future
financing of the Community.
The nationalistic behaviour in the Council can hardly
be called edifying. Council meetings are degenerating
into haggling sessions, each out for his own good,
without any vision of the future of the Community.
Mr President, you will appreciate that, despite my crit-
ical attitude, we shall be supporting the report by Mr
Arndt.
Mrs Castle (S). 
- 
Mr President, I too would like to
congratulate my good fellow-member of the Socialist
Group, Mr Arndt, on a brilliantly vigorous speech
today and also on a considerable amount of his report
on which I can support him wholeheartedly, as far as
the first two sections are concerned.
In those sections we have a more devastating analysis
of what is wrong with the European Community than
I have hitherto read in our past four years of member-
ship of this Parliament. Let us stop a moment and
think about what those two sections reveal. Despite all
the talk in the past four years about the need to get a
better balance in our budgetary expenditure between
agriculture, industry, new technology, regional develop-
ment, we are not progressing; we are going back-
wards. That is not a piece of anti-Common Market
propaganda: it comes from a report of the Committee
on Budgets which is very comtnunautaire. But these
are the realities. Agriculture's share of the budget, far
from being reduced, is going up. The report makes it
clear. In 1982, agriculture took 56.2 of the budget; in
1983 it took 51.4 and it is estimated in the Council
draft that it will take 66.4 in 1984. So it is clear that
none of the basic problems we have all been talking
about have begun to be solved.
As the motion for a tesolution now in front of us says,
the sharp incredse in agricultural spending has meant
drastic cuts in the fields of social and regional policy.
It points out also 
- 
again I am quoting the report 
-that since the entry into force of the Treaty of Rome,
the gap between the richer and poorer regions in our
Community has been growing wider. It stresses how
much we need more resources to combat unemploy-
ment, the economic crisis and hunger in the world. It
Soes on to say that that means drastic cuts in
spending on the marketing, storage and destruction of
the growing agricultural surpluses. Mr President, I
could not put it better myself.
But the budget in front of us this session is not doing
anything to deal with those problems, is it ?
We know, for example, that in real terms, even if the
Committee on Budget's amendment goes through, we
shall be spending less this year on the Social Fund
than we did last year. It is a retreat, a decline, all the
time. So it really is absurd for the Committee on
Budgets to propose putting only 5 o/o of agricultural
expenditure in resene while at the same time advo-
cating that the whole of the British rebate for 1983
should be put in reserve, only to be released, presu-
mably, if the Athens Summit produces results. !flhat
results is not specified. I tell you, Mr President, this
Parliament never gets specific about the results it
hopes to see from the Athens Summit : it can only
agree on generalities that sound good and on general
blame of the Council and the Commission when this
Parliament votes time and time again for the old,
stale, destructive policies.
Now, really, to put in the budget the statement that
the British rebate should go into reserve until the rest
of us have managed to reform something, is to
penalize the British people with a vengeance for the
failure of the Community to reform itself. Does
anybody seriously believe that putting the British
rebate in Chapter 100 is going to bring any pressure
on the Council of Ministers ? I shall tell you how to
bring pressure on the Council of Ministers : put 50 %
of the agricultural spending in Chapter 100 and see
what happens then ! You might begin to get same
reforms, for, of course, we know 
- 
and Mr Friih's
speech has made it absolutely clear 
- 
the farmers'
lobby in this Parliament is not going to yield an inch
on reforms. So we are whistling in the wind if we say
that when they do we shall let the British get their
rebate. Indeed, the Committee on Agriculture is
constitutionally incapable of voting for anything
concrete, as we saw at the last committee meeting,
when some of us tried to get the committee to vote on
specific options for the reform of agricultural policy.
They refused and said they preferred to rely on
general principles. So we in the British Labour Group
will oppose the proposal to put the British rebate in
reserve.
You know, Mr President, it is absurd even to be
contemplating an increase in the Community's own
resources at the present time. You know you do not
give more money to an unreconstructed delinquent.
That is what this Community is.
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Here we come up against a major inconsistency in the
Arndt report. And why ? Because of the second half :
we in the British Labour Group cannot vote for it. I
am astonished that Lord Douro 
- 
apparently on
behalf of the Conservative Group 
- 
says that he can
support the Arndt report. '\trfe cannot, because we
think the second half does not follow logically from
the first. One minute the report complains that it
cannot discern any clear strategy by the Council of
Ministers for solving the main problems of the
Community. No clear strategy, it says, wringing its
hands. But the next minute it announces that it
considers the Commission's proposals for an increase
in VAT yield to be satisfactory and merely calls for an
assurance that the additional money will be spent on
new policies. But that is a non sequitur, particularly in
the light of that brillant speech made by my
colleague, Mr Arndt, in which he said that only harsh
and drastic measures within the existing resources can
really give us the reforms we need. He warned us, very
rightly, that voting more money is not going to solve
the problem of the British contribution or the
problem of the future financing of the Community. It
is going to take years and years, even if we have more
resources, for it to have any effect on Britain's situa-
tion.
So I am sorry, we cannot vote for the Arndt report. It
does not provide the right answer to Britain's problem
- 
a problem, incidentally, which is spelt out perfectly
in paragraph 8 of the report. I am sick of hearing
people in this Parliament saying they do not believe
in juste retour, etc. rVhat they mean is they are out to
get as much for their country as they possibly can. But
I admire paragraph 8 because it puts it in a entirely
different context. It deals with unacceptable situations
for Member States, situations which, it has been
declared time and again, we cannot tolerate. It defines
an unacceptable situation as this : a blatant mismatch
between the burdens and discernible advantage to a
member of membership of the Community. That is
Britain's complaint. There is a blatant mismatch
between the benefits and the disadvantages to Britain
of community membership. That is what the vast
majority of the British people say and believe and will
go on saying. It has got to be faced 
- 
not in the
never-never land of some future reform, but here and
now.
So we reject the complicated formulae for adjusting
VAT yield to try and deal with this mismatch in
complicated ways which will keep one Summit after
another arguing for years and years. We do not like
this pathetic clinging to the concept of own resources.
That should not be the basis on which contributions
are made, The VAT yield is irrelevant to the economic
situation and ability to pay of a Member State. \7hat is
worse is that as long as it is there as the basis of calcu-
lation for financing, there will be increasing pressure
to harmonize VAT policy. Ve had it in the last Arndt
report, calling for the harmonization of VAT policy
throughout the Community. I repeat and I will go on
repeating that that inevitably means 
- 
unless it is
challenged and resisted 
-that before very long inBritain we shall be paying Value Added Tax on food.
Only Britain and lreland, of all the Member States, are
at present allowed not to tax food.
The British Labour Group believes that financial
reform should be based on two simple principles.
First, there should be financial contributions based on
ability to pay 
- 
just as with our own domestic
income tax. Secondly, we must have a determination
to see that the expenditure within the existing budget
and existing resources is distributed more equally
among the various activities. That is why, with all
recognition of the work my colleague. Mr Arndt, has
done, we in the British Labour Group shall vote
against his report.
Mr Simonnet (PPE). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, we have
two reports here 
- 
one from the Committee on
Budgets and one from the Committee on Agriculture
- 
on a Commission proposal to alter the financing of
the Community and I should like to say that, as soon
as we read them, we find ourselves in a paradoxical
situation. I would not go so far as to say that thingB
have been turned upside down, but that we do have, at
all events, a quite staggering example of role reversal
here. Let me explain.
As soon as we were elected by direct universal
suffrage, we realized that the Community could not
do all it should because it did not have enough
resources. And the Committee on Budgets 
- 
and I
congratulate it for this 
- 
took the initiative and
called a small sub-committee, chaired by Mr Spinelli
(with, in particular, Mr Barbi), to look into the
Community's own resources. And this sub-committee
said there was only one answer 
- 
go beyond the I %
ceiling. That was what the Committee on Budgets
suggested. There was only one concern and that was
to increase income, so naturally this conflicted with
what the Council and the Member States wanted and
they aid : 'No, not at all. Our position is the opposite
of that'. They said there was no need to increase
income for the Community. I07hat had to be done was
cut spending. And these two contrasting ideas have
been with us for years. The idea of the Committee on
Budgets that resources have to be incrEased and the
idea of the Council that spending has to be cut.
And now here we have the Commission of the Euro-
pean Communities presenting us with a draft along
Parliament's lines 
- 
which is to say the Commission
is proposing to increase income in three stages. No
doubt you are saying that the Committee on Budgets
has got what it wanted at last and it will be congratu-
lating the Commission, approving its plan and calling
on the House to follow suit. But you are wron8.
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Having got what it wanted from the Commission, the
Committee on Budgets now takes up the Council's
position. It says that we only envisage one 0.40lo stage
for the increase and we are grudging about accepting
that. But it says nothing 
- 
that is what Article 33
says 
- 
about the next stage. The Commission of the
European Communities proposes doubling VAT 
-but we wish to have nothing to do with this. Not at
all. !7e want it to be much less. But expenditure, well,
we are going to do something about that. And, taking
the Council's position, the Committee on Budgets
says that, basically, what we have to do is cut spending
and in a report of about 30 paragraphs, there are 20 or
so on cutting spending and barely l0 on increasing
income.
It's upside down, I tell you. The Committee on
Budgets has adopted a report which says the opposite
of everything it has said so far.
Mr Arndt (S). 
- 
(FR/ No... it's the same thing...
Mr Simonnet (PPE). 
- 
(FR) Fortunately, with the
Committee on Budgets taking such a frequent hand
in agriculture, for once the Committee on Agriculture
has taken a hand in finances. And it has made a very
good job of it. It has given details of all the proposals
and done so far better than the Committee on.
Budgets 
- 
and it has reached conclusions that are
more in keeping with what Parliament has always
said.
That is the paradox we have facing us today. The ideas
of the Committee on Budgets have been abandoned.
It is not accepting a big increase in Community
financing that it called for before and that the
Commission of the European Communities is now
suggesting. But it is, on the other hand, doing what
the Council does and saying that, basically, everything
will be all right if we cut our spending. But what sort
of influence do you think we will have on the Council
of Athens with a position of that sort ? Once we have
said amen to the Council proposal, when the Council
has to choose between the Commission, that suggests
increasing revenue, and the European Parliament, that
suggests we should simply cut down on our spending,
it will come down in favour of Parliament, that other
branch of the budgetary authority. IUTe will thus have
lost a claim we have always wanted 
- 
an increase
beyond the l% VAT.
That is the paradox. So it will be clear to you that I
cannot accept the Arndt report and that, if it is not
profoundly changed by amendments, we will vote
against it as it destroys everything we have tried to do
over the past four years. If, on the other hand, Parlia-
ment agrees to the Committee on Agriculture's
amendments and if it accepts a certain number of
points of view in the name of which the amendments
were tabled by various Members, including me, then
we hope that, this time, the report on the financing of
the Community will be accepted.
I shall now give you one or two examples to show that
everything I have said is in fact in the resolution. Take
paragraph 33. As I told you, the Commission proposes
three stages 
- 
a 0.4o/o stage, by inter-state procedure,
and two further 0.40lo stages, but this time by Commu-
nity procedure. I shall be coming back to this. !7hat
does the Committee on Budgets have to say about
this ? It thinks it is pointless and superfluous, as
things stand, to discuss the organization of the proce-
dure to be used for further increases in the VAT
ceiling. In other words, we have to be happy with the
inter-state procedure, the most cumbersome and diffi-
cult procedure, which gives no powers to this Parlia-
ment. The l0 parliaments and the l0 governments are
going to be presented with a draft agreement f.or ratifi-
cation and that's all. And in four or five years' time,
we will have to start the same procedure, that takes
years and years, all over again. And it will only take
the Danish Folketing to say no, as it did for the
common fisheries policy, and the Community will get
no extra own resources at all.
But what the Commission is saying is this. Initially,
we shall use the inter-state procedure. We cannot do
otherwise because the 1970 agreement has to be
changed, but we shall not just plan for a first stage of
0.4%. \7e shall also provide 
- 
this is the most impor-
tant thing and it is what the Committee on Budgets is
refusing to entertain 
- 
for a Community spending
increase procedure instead of an inter-State one. Natur-
ally the Commission is taking every precaution 
- 
a
unanimous vote in the Council and a qualified
majoriry in the House 
-and revenue will not beincreased on impulse. So, to conclude, if, contrary to
the proposals of the Committee on Budgets, this
House goes along with the Commission of the Euro-
pean Communities, then the increase in revenue will
be decided not by an inter-state act over which we
have no control, but by a Community act in which
Parliament has the fullest powers.
This is what is at stake. It is vital. The Arndt report
may mean a big step backwards if we adopt it as it
stands, but it could mean a big step forwards if we go
along with the Committee on Agriculture. There is no
need for me to tell you what our choice is and I hope
this House will come down in favour of increasing
own resources, of increasing its budgetary powers and
of developing the Community.
Mr Price (ED). 
- 
Mr President, I think what is quite
clear from the Arndt report, and from this debate, is
that we have a topsy-turvy budgetary system at the
moment. That system means that only two out of ten
Member States make any significant net contribution
to the budget. One of those two States is one of the
poorest of the Community, and if we have the acces-
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sion of Spain and Portugal, we shall have a third net
contributor amongst the very poorest. Most of the
budget is spent on one single policy and, worse still,
almost half our entire budget goes on agricultural
products which we do not need and do not want.
Now that to me is quite clearly a topsy-turvy budge-
tary system and one which the Arndt resolution sets
out to deal with. It deals with problems of imbalances.
Of course it would be far easier if we were starting at
the beginning, without an existing system, to sit down
and devise a system which was the best of all possible.
But we are not in that situation. rUTe have an existing
budgetary system which has to be adapted, and that is
a great deal more difficult than starting with a clean
sheet. But the Arndt report does try to tackle it. It
tackles the imbalance between the richer and the
poorer Member States, the imbalance between agricul-
ture and other policies, and the imbalance between
the essentials and the wastage. The Arndt resolution
tries to tackle these problems comprehensively,
because we all know that what we have been bede-
villed with in recent years is ad hoc solutions year by
year which have been a source of division to this
Community and have prevented us tackling effectively
the world economic recession and bringing our
Community round to taking the measures that it
might have taken to realize its possibilities in that
direction. So, we have to find a system which avoids
these annual haggles, which is not a source of division
to the Community but which is a basis of unity. That
is what we need.
On the issue of the richer and the poorer Member
States, the Commission proposal modulated only the
top slice of VAT. The Arndt proposal goes a lot
further in modulating the basis. I believe that that is
very important for avoiding these annual disPutes,
because if all you modulate is the top slice you throw
the burden redressing the imbalances on to the expen-
diture side of the budget. By its nature, the expendi-
ture side is subject to annual decisions in the budget.
That means that each year there will be a disPute over
it. If you can throw a larger part of the responsibility
for redressing the richer-poorer imbalance onto the
revenue side of the budget by an automatic
mechanism, then so long as that mechanism remains
in place you do not have the dispute. That, for me, is
why it is important to modulate the basic rate of VAT,
not merely the top tranche of. it.
!7ith regard to the imbalance between agriculture and
other policies, I look at paragraph 24, and in parti-
cular the last part of it. Let me quote : 'In the absence
of clear decisions designed to contain the growth in
expenditure in the Gurantee Section and in particular
to end' 
- 
I repeat, 'snd' 
- 
'structural agricultural
surpluses, an increase in the percentage of value-
added tax will not be feasible'. I bclieve that contains
a realistic precondition to raising the VAT ceiling. It
is realistic because otherwise we should simply main-
tain the existing imbalance between agricultural and
other spending. That imbalance must be redressed,
and this is an essential precondition for achieving our
object.
It is also essential, however, in order to get the
increase through the national parliaments. Mr von der
Vring in his speech earlier drew attention to what the
Bundestag or the House of Commons, or indeed
several of the other national parliaments, would be
likely to approve. It is quite clear that without that
precondition there is no hope of any increase in the
VAT ceiling. It is, therefore, very important.
At this point I refer to what Mrs Castle said. I find it
curious that, having set out very clearly and very
eloquently what her conditions are, she has not gone
on to do her colleague Mr Arndt the favour of reading
carefully what is in his resolution. The precondition is
there ; it is entrenched there. And if she looks further
she will find it also referred to in recital A; she will
find it in paragraph 13 and paragraph 17. All these
references are there in the report as well as a very
clear statement in paragraph 24. $7e, on this side,
could not, in any circumstances, support an increase
in the VAT ceiling if we thought that what was going
to happen was simply to pour it down the drain on
surpluses of agricultural production that the Commu-
nity does not need and does not want.
The third condition relating to the imbalance between
essentials and wastage is, we feel, also addressed. The
Committee on Budget's suggestion, of focusing atten-
tion on the Member States' share of agricultural
surpluses, rather than on just their share of produc-
tion, also helps to focus on this point. But that, I
believe, is less important, a point of detail in the
modulation, as to whether you base your calculations
on the share of agricultural production as a whole or
the share of the surplus. That is a point of detail.
!flhat is important is to get some control over that
sector. If Member States take a real interest, for the
first time, in trying to contain agricultural spending
because they will have to pay a larger proportion of it,
that is a way of starting to redress the situation which
Commissioner Tugendhat has compared many times
to a shared-costs meal in which everyone orders the
most expensive dish because he does not have to Pay.
By entrenching in the modulation of VAT that they
now have to assume a larger proportion of the bill, we
shall get motivation as well as mere repetition of the
requirement that the imbalance must be redressed.
If we look at the Arndt resolution as it stands 
- 
and I
say 'as it stands' because it is very important that it is
not destroyed by amendment 
- 
we shall find that it
offers the Community the hope that most of us have
been looking for in our work in this Parliament
during the past four years 
- 
the hope that we can
develop the Community; that it will have sufficient
resources to put behind the policies that we have been
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calling for in resolution after resolution in this House
for four years. But we shall not achieve those extra
resources unless we are realistic in the way we pass the
resolution ; unless we realize that preconditions are
essential. In response to what Mr Simonnet said
earlier about the amount of attention devoted to the
expenditure side, I believe that those guarantees are a
very essential part of the resolution, and that is why so
much attention has been devoted to them.
It is a resolution which has balance, and I hope this
House will not seek in its amendments to destroy that
balance.
Mr Alavanos (COM). 
- 
(GR) Mr President, we note
certain positive elements in the Arndt report, such as
its concern with the budgetary contribution and the
more general economic strength of each rnember
country, and with wider benefits and burdens, but we
believe that these elements are of secondary impor-
tance in relation to the dominant theme of the
budget, which is that of increasing the contributions
of Member States along with the attack on agricultural
spending.
Thus the main problem for our country, Greece, is to
determine the outcohe in its case of the increase in
the Community's financing. There are some,
belonging to the democratic forces, who until a little
while ago were underlining the negative consequences
of our country's accession to the EEC but who are
now thinking along the following lines: if the
revenue of the Community is increased, then our
receipts from the Community budget will also
increase, since we are already a net beneficiary. \U7e do
not share their line of thinking, much less their opti-
mism.
In the first place, even if it is not disputable that our
country's receipts will increase as a result of this altera-
tion in the financing of the Community, the degree to
which this increase will be genuine is very much open
to dispute. One thing is certain : Greece's contribution
to the Community will rise while, in relative terms at
least, we move towards a reduction in agricultural
spending, bearing in mind that 50 0/o of the net
receipts of Greece from the Community budget are
covered by the EAGGF (Guarantee Section).
IUTe believe, however, that this increase will come at a
heavy price, since it is one of the elements in the
economic integration of the Community, the
consequences of which are particularly negative for
our country. So we cannot assume that the increase in
financing will lead to a redistribution of resources in
favour of the less wealthy countries, since it is a
known fact 
- 
as shown in the Arndt report 
- 
that
the alteration in the system of financing is connected
with the Mandate of 30 May, which derives from the
problem of the German contribution as well. \(e do
have a redistribution of resources, that is, but not to
the benefit of countries like Greece.
Another problem is that even if there is an increase in
receipts from the Community budget, these resources
will not be disbursable without conditions. They will
not go into our national budget for the purpose of
financing projects according to a national develop-
ment plan. They will have to be spent as the Commu-
nity sees fit and in accordance with its objectives, and
this will have the effect of increasing reliance,
reducing our capacity for national planning, and so
on.
I would like to pose the following question. !(hat
benefit is there for us in getting a few more appropria-
tions, a few more ECU, for unemployment, when it is
our very membership of the EEC, and, even more so,
the development of integration which are causing the
immense problem of unemployment in our country ?
The Communist Party of Greece is opposed to
increasing the Community finances under these terms
and will vote against the Arndt report.
Mr Delatte (L). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, Honorable
Members, the report which our colleague, Mr Arndt,
has written on the future financing of the Community
is an opportunity for deeper reflection on the need to
see how to improve the Community budget. The Euro-
pean Parliament's budgetary powers are considerable.
It takes and adopts, through the authority of its presi-
dent, the decisions on expenditure. But there can be
no expenditure without revenue and, on this subject,
Parliament can only make suggestions. This, more-
over, is what we find in the proposals to increase the
ceiling on the VAT contributions to the Community
budget 
- 
which seems to me to be quite essential, as
Mr Simonnet also said just now.
Another source of revenue may occur if customs
duties on ECSC products are integrated into the
Community's own resources. Mr Arndt said as much.
But I am surprised that he did not keep the Commis-
sion's proposals to create new resources via the tax on
vegetable oils and fats. This would be in line with
GATT rules in that the European producers are taxed
on a coresponsibility basis.
If we are to encourage the development of Europe, we
must have the means of doing so. And cutting agricul-
tural spending, as the Arndt report suggests, in order
to implement other policies is merely robbing Peter
to pay Paul. If it is possible to make savings by cutting
the cost of disposing of certain surpluses, then it
would be a good idea to continue with the attempt to
encourage the development of crops of which there is
a shortage. I do not feel it would be reasonable to
envisage cutting the agricultural budget.
I should like to remind you that increasing the Euro-
pean budget does not mean increasing the burden of
taxation or para-taxation. The idea is to transfer part
of the national budgets to Europe with a view to
better coordination of operations.
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Just now, my colleague Mr Rossi gave the position of
the Liberal Group on the Arndt report and I should
like to make some general remarks on agriculture.
First of all, things should be seen in the right light.
Look at the share of the budget that goes on agricul-
tural spending and you can see there was a l2o/o drop
between 1979 and 1984. That is clear from the figures
the Commission itself gives. But in paragraph 3 of his
report, Mr Arndt quotes percentages, comparing good
years for the EAGGF with less good years and this
gives a quite alarming and unfair picture because, as I
say, the EAGGF's share of the general budget dropped
Lrom 73.8o/o in 1979 to 67.80/o in 1984.
This is encouraging and far less apocalyptic than the
rapporteur, with his statement that the EAGGF share
has gone f.rom 560/o to 660/o, would have us imagine.
Just now, Mrs Castle insisted on these figures too. As
far as I am concerned, it is wrong to point to agricul-
ture all the time, saying that it spends too much, is
not competitive and so on, when the CAP 
- 
and why
should we not say as much ? 
- 
has been the corner-
stone of the functioning of the Community so far.
There is a need to revise the way the common agricul-
tural policy works, that I realize, but let us not forget
that it was set up at a time when we were running at a
deficit, which is no longer the case today. Thanks to
the spectacular development of agriculture, not only
do the Europeans have guaranteed food supplies, but
we are exploiting a natural productive Potential of
which Europe has great need. And the modernization
of agriculture, I should like to add, of agricultural tech-
nology and of the food and agricultural industry has
meant a livelihood for many people, as 22o/o ol the
working population of Europe earns its living in the
sector, if you include the activities around it. So please
can we stop this criticism. There is nothing construc-
tive about it and it does not help us find any valid
solutions. If we carry on looking at nothing other than
the budget and only aiming at cutting agricultural
production, then we shall clearly lose our place on the
market to our competitors 
- 
who are not frightened
to subsidize their agriculture to a far greater extent
than Europe subsidizes its.
By aiming particularly at agriculture through the
budget, the Arndt report poses the problem badly. If
we really do want to find an answer to the question of
the common agricultural policy, then we have to see
how to establish concertation between the various
food exporting countries. I know that our Partners
across the Atlantic have economic problems of their
own to cope with, particularly agricultural problems.
But Europe's trade deficit in food and agricultural
products with the USA, which is somewhere around $
7 000 000 000, means we have to keep up the develop-
ment of our agricultural potential.
And the political question has to be posed, over and
above any consideration of the budget question.
Europe cannot go on importing, on an unlimited and
tax-free basis, products that generate surpluses of
products exported with help from the budget. That is
the real problem and I fail to believe that the one or
two countries in the world with a surplus 
- 
there are
not that many of them 
- 
cannot find a solution 
-through dialogue, of course, and concertation and, ulti-
mately, contractualization. That, Mr President, is all I
had to say. Let us not forget that the future financing
of the Community will mean an increase in the
resources of the budget if we want 
- 
as we should 
-to set up our second-generation Europe.
Mr Pesmazoglou (NI). 
- 
(GR) Mr President, both
in the light of the immediate problems and in rela-
tion to the more distant perspectives of the European
Community, this debate is truly historic. A positive
outcome from the debate and the vote tomorrow will
be an expression of our peoples' resolve to move
towards European unification.
First of all, I want to stress the very great importance
of the report Mr Arndt has drafted on behalf of the
Committee on Budgets. I also want to day that the
aims and principles underlying this report are fully in
step with the Commission's own proposal. I say this
by way of indicating the positive nature of our debate
today. In addition, I want to say that notwithstanding
the sulstantial differences of view which have been
expressed in some quarters there does exist a mature
appreciation of the decisions which need to be taken,
and the varying strands of opinion are, I think, knit-
ting together. Notable in this respect was the state-
ment by Lord Douro on behalf of the European
Democrats that an increase in the resources of the
European Community is appropriate and necessary.
I think it is essential that the final resolution be given
comprehensive approval by the widest possible cross-
section of Parliament at tomorrow's vote, and naturally
this is what I am hoping for. It would be a very posi-
tive piece of news for the Community, and for our
peoples.
Mr President, after these initial observations I would
like to make some more detailed comments. First of
all, although Mr Arndt is right in observing that the
advantages and burdens of membership for each
country should not be assessed.on net contribution
alone, I do not think 
- 
and on this I agree with Mr
Tugendhat that these can be quantified. It
happens, for example, that countries which pay in
more to the Community budget than they receive
sometimes have other substantial advantages, and
here, more precisely, I am speaking of the Federal
Republic of Germany. Moreover, as far as the coun-
tries which receive more than they pay in are
concerned, I should say that there are adverse effects
in these countries which cannot be quantified in strict
financial terms.
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My second comment is that in all the detailed work
on the decisions involved we can use the mean per
capita income of the Community as a whole as a
basis for calculation. Despite its shortcomings, this is
an important indicator, and different rates of value-
added ta; payable into the Community budger can be
assessed solely on the differences in per capita
income. Hence Mr Arndt's proposals on this point are
very apt and of great importance. I think we should
adopt them and that the VAT coefficient should be
lower for those countries whose per capita incomes
are below the mean for the Communiry.
My third comment has to do with the common agri-
cultural policy. !fle need to be clear about the
following points in particular. First, there is no
condemnation of the common agricultural policy,
rather a confirmation of its importance and of the
need to persevere with it, and likewise with the system
of Community preference in agricultural products.
Secondly, we must succeed in cutting back on expen-
diture on products which are permanently in surplus.
This is essential, and in effect it means a reform of the
common agricultural poliy.
Thirdly, the variable VAT scale must not be calculated
on the basis of Member States' receipts from the
EAGGF, and on this I agree with what Mr de la
Maldne said a short while ago.
Fourthly, the countries with low per capita incomes,
the economically weaker countries that is, all the
peripheral countries and more precisely Ireland and
the Mediterranean countries 
- 
and this I underline
because Greece is one of them 
- 
have relatively large
agricultural sectors. Hence in these countries, but
more generally as well, it is essential that we move
ahead with restructuring the agricultural sector. To
this end, spending on agricultural restructuring must
be kept at a high level and increased if we wish to
succeed in putting our agricultural policy on a sound
footing.
Fifthly, in these peripheral countries, and particularly
in the Mediterranean countries, the size of farm hold-
ings is commonly small, Special measures are there-
fore required to support small producers and those
farming difficult terrain such as mountainous regions
and the islands. !7ith these modifications, we shall be
able to reduce substantially our overall spending on
agriculture.
Finally, I disagree totally with paragraph 33 of the
Arndt report, but I do agree with the proposals of the
Commission as referred to a little earlier by our
colleague, Mr Simonnet. rVe need to look to the
future, and our resolution should envisage further
increases above a VAT ceiling ol l.4o/o, along with a
procedure for implementing them. The powers of the
national parliaments have to be reduced and those of
the European Parliament increased. \7e must allow
for these steps so as to give our resolution greater
conviction and force in future developments within
the European Community.
Mr Saby (S). 
- 
(ER) President, on the eve of the
Athens summit, the European Parliament's debate on
the future financing of the Community is of rather
exceptional importance.
As Mr Tugendhat, the Commissioner, underlined,
dealing with the future financing of the Community
is already displaying a political desire to unblock the
current situation and courageously prepare the
Community's future. And it is also recognizing the
links and the ties between the common agricultural
policy and its reform, the enlargement of the Commu-
nity to include Spain and Portugal, the British contri-
bution and the new policies 
- 
such as the European
industrial and research communiry 
- 
that we need,
that are possible and that we have to develop.
'\tr[e thank Mr Arndt for having been so kind as to
take a certain number of amendments we proposed
into account. \7e find that his report contains some
very positive points. It is true that it is essential to
raise VAT today and that it cannot be done in just any
conditions and for just any reason. And the extra
funds for new policies are also a necessity 
- 
but there
again, the policies have to be agreed to by the Ten
and they have to be defined.
However, the report also contains a number of points
we are unable to accept. rUfle think the situation has to
be analyzed better and that no mistakes should be
made as to the target. So, the motion of budget imbal-
ance, for example, which is attributed to excessive agri-
cultural spending, I think has to be relativized. Since
1973, in fact, VAT yield has dropped considerably
because of the crisis and a deceleration in consump-
tion in the Communiry. Mr Arndt's report fails to take
this into account.
The costs curve, including agricultural spending, has
increased at the same rate as the annual averuge
Community rate of inflation, while annual income
from VAT has dropped, relatively, at the same rate as
the drop in growth of internal consumption in the
Community. This is clear in a longer term and more
realistic view of the situation.
I should also like to insist on the artificially narrow
view of the CAP versus the other policies. It is impos-
sible to reason in narrow terms of the budget without
setting trends in that budget against its economic,
social and historical background.
Ve have to improve the management of the CAP,
certainly, and fight against the machinery that leads to
surplus production, the compensatory amounts. And
we also have to ensure that the common agricultural
policy takes account of the Mediterranean products,
that vital complement to agricultural unity in the
Community.
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But we do not think that putting a ceiling on agricul-
tural spending, without distinction, is a positive
answer.
Account also has to be taken of the international envi-
ronment in which the Community defines its policies
and its agriculture. Just now, a previous speaker
referred to the problems facing the European farmers
and to the facilities provided for farmers in third coun-
tries, particularly the USA. There the problem is not
treated with the same balance and the same emphasis
and I think some of our colleagues have too restrictive
a view and fail to see the problem in the international
context.
Lastly, the idea of Community preference has to be
broadened. This is vital today, as far as both the
common agricultural policy and the other policies are
concerned. I should like to tell some of our
colleagues, who are always talking about the
consumers, that they should not forget that the
consumers should also be the producers in the
Community, in both agriculture and industry, and
that dealing with all the citizens of the Community in
terms of consumers alone is masking an important
part of the economic equilibrium of that Community.
The consumers are also producers, after all. They have
to be involved in the process of production in Europe
and in the world.
The future financing of the Community has to iron
out this notion of fair returns, the idea that is based
on nationalistic feelings, is sterile and would, in the
long run, have a bad effect on the Community. This,
of course, means the problem of the British contribu-
tion and so on. Sfle have to get to the stage where we
can deal with this in terms of the budget policy and
of Community policy alone.
Then harmonization is called for as far as VAT is
concerned. It is not right that the system should not
be applied in Great Britain and certain other coun-
tries.
Those, then, are the things that make it difficult for us
to accept the report as it stands 
- 
although it does
contain some positive features. It is difficult for us,
because this narrow-minded condemnation of the
common agricultural policy is not realistic and
should, as I have said, be seen in its proper context.
And it is also very difficult because the technical
details of VAT 
- 
one of my colleagues will be
speaking on this later and saying exactly what these
points are 
- 
as they are set out in the report seem to
us to be a complicated solution which does not take
any account of the real criteria that should be used to
assess a country's debts and the gradual improvement
in its wealth. These, I think, are important elements.
!fle have tabled a certain number of amendments
which partly agree with those of the Committee on
Agriculture and we maintain that this report is an
important step for Parliament before the Athens
summit. I think we have to be coherent and not
reflect on the problem in isolation or look at the
Community's problems through the wrong end of the
telescope. Parliament should not set itself against the
common agricultural policy 
- 
even if reforms are
called for. It should remember the reality of the agri-
cultural policy, the need to reform it and to consider
the other problems facing the community.
That is why we shall not be voting for the Arndt
report unless our amendments, which clarify it and
really endow it with the dimensions it needs for the
future of the Communiry, are adopted by the plenary
sitting.
3. lVelcome
President. 
- 
Ladies and gentlemen, I have the plea-
sure of welcoming, on behalf of the European Parlia-
ment, the bureau of the delegation from the Portu-
guese Assembly to the Joint Committee European
Parliament-Assembly of the Republic of Portugal.
The chairman, Mr Rui Mateus, and his colleagues,
who have taken their seats in the official gallery, are
engaged, together with our own colleagues on the
Joint Committee, in preparations for the next
meeting of this committee, which is of especial impor-
tance with regard to the progress of negotiations on
Portugal's accession to the Community.
I wish our Portuguese colleagues a pleasant and
fruitful visit to the European Parliament.
(Applause)
4. Financing of tbe Community @ontd)
President. 
- 
!7e now resume the debate on the
Arndt report.
Mrs Nikolaou (S). 
- 
Mr President, it is the specific
make-up of the resources payable into the Commu-
niry budget and the ideas governing the common agri-
cultural policy which lie at the heart of the problem
of balancing the budget and which have led us to the
present impasse.
\7hile expenditure has gone on rising steeply, the
increase in revenues has been limited by factors
inherent in the system and by the upper ceiling. !7ith
the reduction of protection for Community-produced
industrial products, the level of customs duties as a
percentage of total revenue has fallen from 550/o in
1974 to a projected 3lo/o in 1984, while the in-pay-
ments from agricultural levies will have fallen from
160/o in 1977 to l2o/o in 1984. VAT has become the
main source of the Community's revenue and now
accounts for around 600/o. Ever since 1980, Parlia-
ment has been warning about the danger of resources
becoming exhausted. The realiry we face today does
not permit much latitude in the quest for a solution.
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The irnpasse can be removed either by radical institu-
tional change designed to put a brake on the trend
towards rapidly rising expenditure or by an increase in
revenues.
Parliament very rightly views these as two facets of a
single problem and does not separate them. On the
revenue side, raising the VAT ceiling offers without a
doubt the most accommodating solution. The point at
issue, however, is the size of. the increase, together
with the decision-taking procedure for its implementa-
tion. The increase could perhaps be higher than the
0.4% which the Commission has proposed and Parlia-
ment has accepted. However, as far as the decision-
taking procedure is concerned, this should remain the
prerogative of the national parliaments, since the
transfer of resources from national to Community
level is a purely political decision.
As regards the distribution of the tax burden among
the different Member States, this must be sharply
modulated so that the budget can function as an
instrument for redistributing income from the richer
areas of the Community to the poorer ones. This
element has been neglected until now, with the result
that unacceptable solutions have arisen for certain
Member States. In contrast with what has obtained
hitherto, the Arndt report deals boldly with the
problem of modulation, and this is one of its most
significant points. However, if the principle of modula-
tion is to take its place as a part of the Community's
financial machinery, the parameters used will have to
be both transparent and functional in application and
take account of each Member State's tax-paying
capacity and of the benefits it receives from member-
ship. The national economies' net operating surplus
indicator would therefore, in our view, be difficult to
apply and might have adverse repercussions on the
countries with a high percentage of self-employed
persons, as, for instance, the less developed countries
of the Community. On the other hand, a compound
indicator capable of registering both differences in per
capita income and the benefits and disadvantages
ensuing from intra-Community trade would be more
in tune with the requirements I have listed.
As I have said, increasing the Community's resources
entails the transfer of funds from national to Commu-
nity level. The elected European Parliament, which
expresses the will of the European taxpayer, has the
obligation to ensure that the Community's resources
are used as expeditiously as possible and to check
constantly that they are being properly managed. \fle
therefore approve of the way the Arndt report links
the expenditure side. In contrast to what has been the
case previously, expenditure must be closely tied to
the level and rate of the partners' development. It is
generally accepted that the way the budget has oper-
ated so far has chiefly benefited the wealthy countries
of the Community.
The Arndt report sees the preponderance of price-
support measures for agricultural products, which have
led to the creation of large structural surpluses, as the
main cause of the worsening budgetary imbalance. It
should be stressed, however, that the surpluses are the
symptom rather than the cause of our current diffi-
culties. It is the philosophy behind the common agri-
cultural policy which is the root of the problem, that
is. The undifferentiated implementation of regulations
amongst objectively unequal partners, the demotion of
the structural policy and the opting for a guarantees
policy, the shielding of the better-off partners rather
than the less-favoured partners against foreign compe-
tition, these have led to the situation where a large
part of agricultural production is aimed not at the
market but at profiting from the guarantees offered
under the common agricultural policy. The problem
of the structural surpluses will not be solved by
imposing penalties but by revising the CAP.
As regards the call, in section II of the Amdt resolu-
tion, for additional resources for the development of
new policies, for combating unemployment, coping
with enlargement and a long-term structural policy to
assist the poorer regions of Europe, we view this as a
contribution to the restructuring of the Community
budget which Parliament has long been calling for.
Mr President, as those of us who belong the PASOK
see it, consolidation of the principle of modulation on
the revenue side and relating expenditure to,the pros-
periry levels of the Member States should figure
among the principal aims of those who hold visions
of a different and socially fair Europe, where develop-
ment will be balanced.
Mr lVoltjer (S). 
- 
(NL) W President, it is a rare
occurrence for me publicly to oppose a number of
points raised by the group; but I feel I have to do so
this time, and not because the rapporteur has not
drawn up a good report. Quite the contrary, and I
should like to make that quite clear. I do so because I
believe Parliament is about to make a serious mistake.
The Commission is in fact proposing a modulation in
the VAT arrangement if agricultural expenditure rises
above 33 %. The Commission then gives three
criteria for this modulation. One of these criteria is
the Member States' share of total agricultural produc-
tion. Mr President, it is this modulation that I categori-
cally oppose, and reference is made to it in the report.
It is in fact based on the assumption that the present
agricultural policy will remain as it is. It is tantamount
to giving up and saying there is no other way. I
express myself in this way because I feel that during
the debate we had on the British contribution Parlia-
ment always made it abundantly clear that it only
wanted temporary solutions. It has always made it
clear 
- 
and this will again be a major issue in the
forthcoming debate on the budget 
- 
that we do not
want juste retour and that the Community must have
a policy of its own.
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IThat I like about the report 
- 
and it therefore has
my full approval in this respect 
- 
is that it states
explicitly that the present agricultural policy must be
changed, particularly as regards structural surpluses.
Surplus production is unacceptable, as I believe I have
said here several times before. Nor can I be accused of
trying to defend the surpluses produced under the
present agricultural policy by a roundabout route. I
oppose the modulation because, as Mr Notenboom
has also said, it is tantamount to our saying, unwitt-
ingly, that the common agricultural policy should
remain as it is.
There is an urgent need for an increase in our own
resources. An increase in the overproduction ol agri-
cultural products is unacceptable. This view is also
clearly stated in the report, and I want to emphasize
its validity. But, I repeat, the acceptance, even temPor-
arily, of a modulation in revenue without a change in
policy will not get the Community any further. It will
further undermine financial solidarity in the Commu-
nity and that, as I have said before, is why I oppose it.
Secondly, I see from the report that we do'not really
need to discuss an increase in VAT above the 1.40lo
mark at the moment. I do not uilderstand this argu-
ment. The rapporteur says that it would not be oppor-
tune at the moment, that it would in fact be unrea-
listic and that we must not therefore discuss it. He
says that we must first see if we can obtain this 1.4%
and if the Member States' parliaments would agree. I
feel it is for the national parliaments to say whether or
not they will agree to a further increase in our
resources, but that we of the European Parliament,
especially if we are given greater Powers with regard to
the further increase in these resources, can find
enough arguments in the Commission's document to
ensure that this point is retained. I am therefore in
favour of an amendment to delete this point from the
amendments to the mbtion for a resolution or to the
Commission's proposal for a Council decision and of
our not discussing it further for the time being. !7e
must certainly not make the mistake of reiecting so
important a matter for Parliament, because that would
in fact result in a further restriction of our Powers.
Mr President, those were the points I wanted to make'
I have made it clear which aspects of the report I
agree with and which I disagree with. I have tabled
amendments to the points I disagree with, and I hope
that Parliament will approve them. I have also said
that, in certain respects, these amendments do not
comply with the views of my group. I have made it
clear what my obiections are, and I hope that Parlia-
ment takes a satisfactory decision tomoffow.
Mr Arndt (Sl, rapporteur. 
- 
(DE) I should just like
to say a few words. Mr Simonnet claims that the
Committee on Budgets and Parliament have changed
their position. I would ask Mr Simmonet to take
another careful look at the Spinelli resolution, on
which this resolution is in fact based. It says that Parli-
ament will not approve an increase in 'own resources'
unless surplus production in the agricultural sector is
first brought under control. And this has been the
position Parliament has adopted in every decision it
has taken on budgets since 1980. Mr Simmonet is
therefore mistaken in this respect. The Committee on
Budgets has always been consistent in the position it
has adopted since 1979. Parliament has departed from
this position from time to time, when the agricultural
price decisions were taken, for example, but the
Committee on Budgets has maintained this position
at all times.
Mr Lalumiire (S). 
- 
(FR) Mr Presiden! after the
two interim reports which Mr Arndt presented, the
Committee on Budgets adopted the final report on l l
October 1983.
This report contains, first of all proposals to raise VAT
from l7o to l.4o/o Second, it rejects all proposals to
introduce a new decision-making procedure for
raising VAT. Third, it considers that any increase in
own resources is linked to a reform of the CAP.
Fourth, it says that extra funds should be earmarked
for new policies and last, it makes technical proposals
on the formula for correcting VAT in respect of agn-
cultural spending. In this particular case, three indica-
tors are provided 
- 
each Member State's share of agn-
cultural production, its share of the Community's net
surplus and per capitaGDP. This fifth element goes a
long way to explaining why it is the agricultural coun-
tries, essentially, that will be profoundly affected by
VAT, since, with this machinery, the tax will be
greater than the normal VAT. Those are the main
things in the Arndt report.
Obviously, there are certain number of things that still
have to be made more explicit. The Arndt report,
which has in fact set out all the own resources that
could be found in the Community, does put the grea-
test emphasis on VAT, on the famous I o/o ceiling, and
the future financing of the Community is looked at
from the point of view of VAT. Only we must be clear
about this. It has to be realized that our European
VAT has not yet been harmonized in all the countries.
There is a huge difference, for example, berween VAT
in England and VAT in Germany and there is a very
important sector that has not been covered, agricul-
tural production, which, in most of the countries, is
subject to systems that are indeed VAT systems but
not real VAT.
So, here we have a problem that has not been investi-
gated for a number of years, practically speaking since
the sixth directive. and we have, as a result, a VAT
that is not identical in all the countries of Europe.
I should add that each Member States takes special
care with its VAT, because it is an element of the
economic policy, and so VAT differs considerably
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from one country of Europe to another. It will obvi-
usly be very difficult gradually to achieve similar rates
of VAT in all the countries and it has to be clear that
the process will take some time.
\7hat we need, to a very large extent, is to take up this
VAT problem 
- 
and a previous speaker said so just
now 
- 
for it is obvious that VAT yielded more before
1970 than it has done since. And many States have
found themselves with deficits, in many cases because
VAT no longer covered the requirements of the offi-
cial state budget. So, there is a very delicate question
here and it has to be admitted that, in the Arndt
report, the matter of a VAT increase as an additional
resource will crop up later. The section of the report
that says that there will be no special procedure for
for any later increases in own resources is rather like
slamming a door, as each country is going to want the
increase in own resources to be a gradual business.
The Member States will agree to an increase from 170
to l.4o/o and they will perhaps agree then to granting
new own resources. But they will move gradually. It is
perhaps a mistake to refuse the idea of a procedure for
later on. It would perhaps have been a good idea to
provide a system that would work and enable the
Community to obtain new own resources. They could
well be smaller than the I Yo but they would enable it
to cover the future financing that Suarantees the
future of our Community and, above all, the essential
role it could play at European level in the economy
and in all the new common policies to be ihple-
mented.
Mr O'Mahony (S). 
- 
Mr President, this motion for a
resolution represents in general terms, a balanced
approach to solving the present financial crisis in the
Community. It represents a further, important evolu-
tion of Parliament's consistent attempts to make the
Community's institutions face the need for adequate
funding and for a more balanced distribution of
resources between economic sectors and regions.
May I say, too, in my opening remarks, that the
Council of Ministers must be condemned in the
strongest possible terms for its continuing failure to
devise solutions to the Communiry's financial
problems. It has been clear for more than a year now
that Community expenditure would reach the limit of
its own resources in late 1983 or in early 1984, yet
there is still no sign of a Council agreement on the
way forward. In this connection, I must add that I
have met no Member of this Parliament who believes
that a solution will be found in Athens either, despite
the clear urgency of the matter.
I would like to make a number of general comments
on Mr Arndt's motion for a resolution. It must be
clear to all of us that the European Community will
only survive in the long term if it confronts the real
problems which affect the daily lives of its peoples.
The realities facing the people of the Community
today are falling living standards, rising unemploy-
ment and general economic crisis. If the Community
is not seen to be able to act on these problems coher-
ently, then it will be seen by our peoples to have
failed and it will no longer have their confidence. The
result will inevitably be a growth in isolationism, with
all the disastrous consequences that will entail in both
economic and political terms.
Two sets of actions are required to correct the present
drift. In the first instance, it is imperative that the
Member governments should agree on a common
strategy for economic recovery outside the Commu-
nity budget. This Parliament must therefore again
demand some agreement by the Member States on
their fiscal, monetary and investment programmes for
the medium term as a means of restimulating growth
and production.
ITith regard to the Community's own budget, I
believe strongly in the need to increase the Commu-
nity's revenue. \7e urgently need to fund new policies
for industry, employment, transport, energy and in the
social sector, all of which have been repeatedly argued
for by this Parliament. Even if agricultural expenditure
had not risen so rapidly this year, we should still, in
my view, have needed to increase the 1% VAT ceiling
to finance new policies in the areas I have mentioned
on the scale which is now required.
I also share the view contained in the motion that
greater prioriry must be given in future to the poorer
regions of the Community. Let us face the realiry that
the Community's regional policy has failed up to now
and that the gap in prosperity between the richer and
poorer regions has significantly increased since the
Treaty of Rome came into force. That is a travesty of
the intentions of this Parliament, and it is a situation
which must be redressed by radically restructuring
Community expenditure in favour of the poorer
Member States and regions as a matter of priority.
Let us face the fact that a free market in goods and
services benefits the stronger economies of the
Community and exploits the weaker Member States
unless it is accompanied by appreciable measures of
regional distribution, and this is clearly not the case at
Present.
Throughout the motion for a resolution, the problems
of increasing agricultural expenditure and the Commu-
niry's financial crisis are linked. We must proceed
with some caution here, and I am pleased that Mr
Arndt has accepted some of the amendments which I
suggested in the Committee on Budgets in this regard,
particularly in paragraph 40.
It is understandable that Parliament's attention should
focus at a time of financial crisis on the problems of
undisposable agricultural surpluses. Nevertheless, we
must not look at the problem of surpluses in a global
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way. !7e must first ask why these massive surpluses
are being created, and where. In answering these ques-
tions,.we can conclude that measures to eliminate posi-
tive MCAs, to stop cereal substitute imports, to tax
overproduction in industrialized farms and to oPerate
Communiry preference in surplus products offer the
best solutions in financial terms and in terms of
Community solidarity.
Above all, we must not attempt to treat poor Member
States, like my own, which have low agricultural
production levels and which depend heavily on agri-
culture for economic survival, as we would treat
Member States in which agriculture constitutes an
insignificant proportion of the GNP.
It is imperative, therefore, that measures to deal with
agricultural surpluses, necessary though these are,
must discriminate in favour of agriculture-based
economies like my own. The implementation of a
global measure, such as the supplementary (Super)
levy proposed by the Commission, would constitute
the destruction of Community solidarity so far as
Ireland is concerned.
Having said that, I believe that the Amdt motion goes
quite a long way towards understanding the need to
distinguish between economies which are heavily
dependent on agriculture and those which are not,
and, in general I believe that what the motion sugg-
ests are things which must be done.
President. 
- 
The debate is closed. The vote will be
taken at the next voting-time.
Qhe sitting utas suspended at 1.05 p.m.. and. resumed
at 3 p.m)
5. EAGGF
President. 
- 
The next item is the oral question with
debate (Doc. l-934183) by Mr Marck and Mr Clinton,
on behalf of the Group of the European People's Parry
(Christian-Democratic Group), and Mr Bangemann,
on behalf of the Liberal and Democratic Group, to the
Commission:
Subject : Decision by the Commission to extend
suspension of advance payments and other restric-
tive measures under the guarantee fund until the
end of 1983
For what reason has the Commission considered it
necessary to continue suspending advance
payments under the EAGGF (Guarantee Section),
probably until 3l December 1983 ?
I inform you that the Commission will reply at the
end of the debate and not immediately following the
question, because, owing to fog at Strasbourg airport,
the President of the Commission, Mr Thorn, has not
yet arrived. He is expected at any moment.
Mr Hord (ED). 
- 
Mr President, I find your proposal
rather strange, since there seems little point in
colleagues' putting forward questions or observations
on this subject if the respondent is not going to be
here. I recognize that it is sometimes difficult for
people to be at a particular place at a given time, and
that Mr Thorn has been held up by the fog, but surely
the Agriculture Commissioner should be present : he
could perhaps sit in and at least deal with tlose ques-
tions which are being put to him whilst Mr Thorn is
absent.
President. 
- 
Mr Hord, the Commissioner Mr
Tugendhat is present, and I will ask him to reply to
you directly.
Mr Tugendhat, Vice-President of tbe Commission.
- 
Mr President, in response to Mr Hord's point, both
President Thorn and Mr Dalsager are in fact at this
moment on their way here. They are, I am informed,
somewhere between the airport and Parliament. They
would have been here earlier but for the fact that
there has been fog both in Brussels and in Strasbourg.
Therefore, their departure was delayed for unavoidable
reasons. The Commission therefore felt that the best
thing to do 
- 
which is indeed what we did 
- 
was to
inform the parliamentary authorities of what had
happened in order that Parliament could determine
its own procedures.
I quite understand the point that Mr Hord has made.
I am, of course, able to listen to the debate and to pass
on what is said to my colleagues. Alternatively of
course, Parliament can wait until my colleagues arrive.
But there is no disrespect to the House. It is entirely
the result of weather conditions both here and in Brus-
sels.
President. 
- 
Mr Hord, I think this explanation has
satisfied you. Moreover, the Bureau has just been
informed that the plane has already landed and that
Mr Thorn is on his way here. Please let us drop these
points of order, because they add nothing at this junc-
ture.
Mr Marck (PPE). 
- 
(NL) Mr President, if it is true
that the President of the Commission and Commis-
sioner Dalsager are still on their way, I would prefer to
wait and go on with the rest of the agenda until they
arrive.
President. 
- 
I am afraid that is not possible. !7e
only have one hour. I7ould you therefore please take
the floor ?
Mr Marck (PPE). 
- 
(NL) Mr President, if there is
no alternative, then I will begin, although I find it
very regrettable that the Commissioner responsible is
not present for so important a matter. This is the
second time this has happened : we had the same
experience last time.
I listened carefully to the answers to the questions put
to the President of the Commission on 13 October,
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and I have made a special point of reading them
through again. And I must say I admire the way in
which the President of the Commission covered up
for the blunders that had been made by the Members
of the Commission and also the fair attitude he
adopted at that time. I do not therefore want to revert
to tirese questions, although I regret the Commission's
unfortunate approach and the improvisation, not to
say desperation, of the Commission's statements,
which aroused a great deal of distrust at a time when
Parliament sorely needed a strong, united and resolute
Commission.
All I intend to do today, therefore, is ask a few factual
questions with a view to obtaining answers which will
giu. us a better purchase and more confidence and
help to avoid further confusion.
My first question concerns the figures quoted by the
Commission. The Commission's press release of 19
October states that expenditure under the Guarantee
Section of the EAGGF amounted to I 340 m ECU per
month from January to September and that 2396m
ECU was available for November and December. This
lines up with the figures we obtained in the
Committee on Budgetary Control as long ago as
September 
- 
I repeat : as long ago as September. In
thi meantime, supplementary budget No 2 has been
approved, which has prevented possible bankruptcy.
The same Commission press release stated that
I 300m ECU had been set aside for November,
although previous statements, including one to the
Council, had said that I 600m ECU would be needed
for November, leaving only 750m ECU for December.
I should like to know which are the correct figures,
with account taken of the fact that less EAGGF exPen-
diture is usually required in December.
My second question is this : if the situation was
already tense when the request for advances was made,
why this tremendous panic ? !7ere there no other
resources with which to overcome this tense situa-
tion ? If the deficit to be made up amounts to 300m
to 500m ECU, were there no alternatives ? For
example, could the Member States not have been
requeited to pay the amounts due in December until
th; EAGGF funds made available in the form of
monthly advances were exhausted ? At the very worst,
this would have meant stopping Payments for four-
teen days 
- 
and that at the end of the year 
- 
and
would have caused less disturbance in the markets. Or
are we to believe the wicked tongues that claim this
spectacle was merely designed to bring pressure to
biar on the Council of Ministers in anticipation of the
summit meeting in Athens ?
Thirdly, what happens if EAGGF expenditure stays
below the financial resources of the EAGGF at the
end of the 1983 financial year ? !7ill this not impose
an annoying burden on the 1984 budget ?
Fourthly, why has the Commission not informed
either the Council or Parliament that, come what may,
the temporary 10-day suspension must be extended
until the end of 1983 if it is to have any financial
effect ?
Fifthly and lastly, although the farmers themselves
have not been directly affected by the measures that
have been taken, the export-oriented processing
industry certainly has. The competitiveness of our
export trade and of the processing industry has come
under heavy pressure, and there is a feeling of uncer-
tainty about the agricultural policy, that is being
pursued. Has the Commission made a ProPer calcula-
tion of the risks inherent in this policy ?
I hope, Mr Commissioner, to receive an objective and
unequivocal answer which will restore the confidence
that has been shaken. Vhen times are hard, the
Commission and Parliament must form a united front
in a spirit of confidence and convinced that the most
reasonable solution has been chosen.
Mr Gautier (S). 
- 
(DE) On behalf of my group I
should like to say that, in our view, the Commission
of the European Community bears full responsibility
for the implimentation of the European Community's
budget. It is therefore responsible for the decision it
has taken, and it should retain this responsibility. Two
weeks ago, we approved a supplementary budget
which provided an additional I 700m ECU for exPen-
diture in the agricultural sector. If the Commission
feels that, despite the additional funds approved by
Parliament, it cannot meet this year's financial obliga-
tions, it has a duty to implement the budget in such a
way that the Community is not completely devoid of
funds at the end of the year. I should like to say quite
clearly that, whatever our views on the Commission's
decision, the Commission is an organ that has its own
political responsibility.
Secondly, many people are now criticizing the
Commission for its decision to suspend advance
payments. The same people would probably criticize
ihi Commission in December if it said: 'The coffers
are now empry.' Parliament should stoP being so
hypocritical and say: 'The Commission has a duty to
abide by the budgetary Powers specified by Parliament
and the Council.'
The third point I should like to raise is more in the
nature of a questiotl to the Commission. We are
concerned that, by suspending advance payments, the
Commission will in effect be carrying about 400m
ECU in payments forward to the 1984 financial year. I
should therefore like to ask the Commission whether
or not it has made provision in its draft 1984 budget
for the additional payments that it is carrying forward
from 1983 to 1984. In other words, if Parliament
approves the 1984 budget at the first reading
tomorrow and, in so doing, comes very close to the
I % VAT limit, can it be sure that expenditure will
not exceed this I % VAT limit as a result of the
payment commitments being transferred to 1984 ?
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Fourthly, the suspension of advance payments has
undoubtedly given rise to various problems, and I
should like to hear the Commission's views on the
fact that countries or exporters in countries with a
high rate of inflation will be particularly hard hit if
they have to wait two or three months for payment.
Does the Commission intend to take any compensa-
tory measures in this connection ?
Fifthly, we agree with the Commission's decision
temporarily to suspend certain advance payments 
-the 80% down-payment for exports. This may impede
the Community's export policy somewhat, but it will
not bring it to a complete halt, and I therefore
consider this emergency measure by and large to be
the right course of action.
Sixthly, I should like to ask the Commission how it
went about this measure. Although it had announced
the suspension of advance payments, it obviously did
not take the actual decision until later, with the result
that, in the meantime, many people who know some-
thing about the agricultural policy, far from dragging
their heels, cashed in by stocking up their warehouses
and exporting goods. Can the Commission say what
happened between the announcement and the actual
introduction of the suspension of advance payments ?
Finally, I tum to the authors of the question, the
Liberals and Christian Democrats. I find the way they
have acted very hypocritical. For three or four years,
the Liberals and Christian Democrats have been
standing up and saying: 'There are no problems with
the agricultural policy. S7e have enough money. S(e
need not worry about approving an increase in prices
by l4o/o or 8o/o or whatever it may be.' For years we
Socialists have been saying that things cannot go on
as they are. At some stage we shall not have any more
money. And now we have reached the stage where we
have no more money, and the Commission is doing
the right thing and saying: 'I7e do not have enough
money, and we must now see how we can get by with
these limited financial resources.' Now the same Chris-
tian Democrats, the ones who have been blocking
every proposal for reforms for three years, are standing
there and lamenting the fact that the Commission is
doing its duty as an independent body. I call that
hypocrisy. They should have thought about this in the
last few years. Even in April of this year, when Parlia-
ment debated agricultural prices, you still had time to
change your minds. !flhat did you do ? You rejected
everything, and now you are surprised that we are
facing this financial disaster. I am very much looking
forward to hearing how you intend to explain this
inconsistency to the European public and the electors.
President. 
- 
Thank you, Mr Gautier. I note that you
have a particular liking for the word scheinheilig. But
that you are perfectly entitled to.
Mr Barbi (PPE). 
- 
(IT) I entirely agree with your
remark, Mr President.
Mr Gautier (S). 
- 
(DE) | hope it can be translated
into the other languages. My apologies to the interpre-
ters.
Mr Clinton (PPE). 
- 
Mr President, I too regret the
absence of President Thorn, but I am glad to see that
Commissioner Dalsager has arrived.
On behalf of my group, I wish to make it perfectly
clear at the outset that we do not underestimate the
problems facing every institution of this Community
at the present time. I want to assure the Commis-
sioners present that we are not here to create addi-
tional difficulties. !7e have put down this oral ques-
tion for debate because we are boncerned. Indeed, a
large number of the people who sent us here to repre-
sent them are now seriously concerned. All sorts of
rumours and speculations are circulating and we 
-the directly-elected Members of this Parliament 
-must be able to supply answers, reliable answers. $7e
- 
unlike the Members of the Commission 
- 
have to
meet these people face to face. In recent weeks their
confidence has been totally eroded, and we are
expected to be able to reassure them. How can we reas-
sure them when statements and counterstatements are
issuing from the Commission in rapid succession and
at the highest level ? As a result, nobody seems to
know from week to week where we are going.
Less than two weeks ago, we had an assurance from
no less a person than President Thorn himself 
- 
and
this was emphasized in the course of the same discus-
sion by Commissioner Dalsager 
- 
that the suspen-
sion of advances on EAGGF (Guarantee) payments
was a two-week operation and that there was no cause
for alarm. Last week, that is to say, just a week later,
another statement issued from the Commission to the
effect that this suspension would be continued indefi-
nitely but not longer than the end of the present year.
The first assurance has not proved correct, and I hope
the second one will. If this goes beyond the present
year, certainly it is going to do serious damage.
\(hen I returned home late in the evening, having
listened to President Thorn's first assurance, I drove
about sixty miles down the counlry from Dublin to
meet about 300 farmers and traders who quite
genuinely felt that the end had come and that the
Community was no longer able to meet its commit-
ments. I immediately put them at ease when I said
that I had come straight from this Parliament, where I
had been given a categorical undertaking from the
President of the Commission that this was a two-week
suspension and that after that everything would return
to normal. I did this because I accepted what was said
then and because I felt we had an experienced
Commissioner in charge of the budget who had also
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quite recently given us assurances that his sums wete
working out right. I certainly do not feel that I could
face these people again and say, with any confidence,
that I had heard anything from the Commission that I
would be prepared to take a stand on.
This indecision is doing immense damage to the
Community. The Commission should be in no doubt
about that. IThen President Thorn replies to this
discussion 
- 
if indeed he is here, and I thought when
I saw Commissioner Dalsager that he should be here
- 
could he tell us, if it is not too much to exPect to
know, with only two months left of this year, where
exactly we stand ; what exactly our commitments are ;
whether we have sufficient money left in the budget
to meet these commitments ; how much we have left
in reserve chapters; what apPropriations are left over
in other sectors, and whether these appropriations can
be transferred to enable us to carry on our business in
accordance with normal procedures ?
'S7e cannot all be budget experts. That must be
acknowledged. However, we fully appreciate the fact
that next year's budget has been prepared under the
shadow of exhaustion of own our resources. Neverthe-
less, I think the Commission should bear in mind
that we have large stocks in intervention stores.
Should these stocks not be moving faster ? Are we
deliberately slowing down exports in order to have
money left over at the end of the year? !7ill this'not
cost the Community much more in the long run ?
The Commission should never forget that one of its
very important responsibilities is efficient marketing
management. A stop-go policy does not work in
marketing. !7hen we have gained a footing in a
market we must hold it, and we can only do this if we
are totally reliable in the delivery of our customers'
needs.
I wish also to say to the Commissioner that a lot of
the sheep in the Community are produced by small
farmers in the poorer areas. Can we not find sufficient
money to pay at least the smaller farmers, or have
they to wait until next year to be paid ? If this is so, in
my view it is the essence of bad management, esPe-
cially when we are dealing with a product that is in
deficit. I have had several complaints about this and I
feel the complaints are justified. If I appear to be over-
critical I apologize, but it will perhaps help the Presi-
dent of the Commission to understand if I remind
him that I represent a country that this year exported
45 o/o of. its beef and 50 7o of its live cattle to other
countries. !7hat might be a fairly small problem for
large cartels and export businesses, for Ireland could
mean the loss of valuable market outlets.
(Applause)
Mr Curry (ED). 
- 
Mr President, Mr Provan will
speak for my group. I wish to make one or two
personal comments. You mentioned the fog, Mr Presi-
dent, and it seems to me that in this whole affair there
hes been a great deal more fog inside the building
than there has been outside.
The original proposal made by the Commissioner for
Agriculture was for the suspension of certain
payments until the end of the year. The Commission
then revised that to a suspension for ten days. The
implication of that revision was to say, 'look, the crisis
is not as grave as you thought ; there is a matter of
house-keeping, there is a question of cash-flow, but do
not be panicked into thinking that it is the end of the
world'. Yet, at the very time that decision was being
taken to limit the suspension to ten days' it was quite
clear that everybody in the Commission realized that
it would have to be continued to the end of the year.
That is either malicious or it is naive ; in any case, it is
extremely bad management and bad politics, because
it creates a sensation of drift 
- 
of not taking deci-
sions. The executive r6le of the Commission is one we
all appreciate, but the executive r6le is to take deci-
sions and to take decisions quickly, decisively and in
good time, and that is what we have not had. The
Commission has been put in the position of the
young lady who proclaims that she is not pregnant,
she is only partially pregnant. And it is extremely diffi-
cult to sustain a condition of partial pregnanry for
more than a very short period of time.
So the method of work is unsatisfactory. How much
money has been deferred to next year ? !flhen will
that money be spent ? \7hat happens if we were to
find ourselves working on t'welfths next year as a
result of problems with the budget ? Can we have, as
soon as possible in November when the advances for
November are known, a statement updating us as to
the payment and financial situation ? \7hat are the
contingency plans for next year if we should find
ourselves in a similar position next year ?
Finally, the choice of measures that have been taken :
are we likely to see those come round and round
again, or will there be an attemPt to spread the load,
as it were, so that the people involved in trade, upon
whom, after all, the producer depends for long-term
markets, are not necessarily going to find these
markets jeopardized by what we are told permanently
is a series of improvised and temporary measures ?
So, Mr President, we do not doubt the r6le of the
Commission or its ability to take that r6le, but we are
very, very concerned about its methods : the
maximum of uncertainty, the minimum of decision'
(Applause)
Mr Vitale (COM). 
- 
(IT) Mr President, whatever the
budgetary considerations, understandable though they
may be, which have led to the decision on the susPen-
sion of the EAGGF payments, one thing is certain : its
suddenness has caused an upheaval in the market' Mr
Curry has already referred to it. The news that is
reaching me from Italy is rather alarming. For
instance, wine-growers are holding back on bringing
their crops for distillation ; oil merchants have
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stopped purchases, because they are not sure if they
will be getting consumption aids 
- 
this is happening
iust as a bumper crop is about to be gathered. The
tobacco industry has formally announced its intention
of suspending purchases from the farmers. These are
facts, and I could quote many more.
My impression is that, whether by accidcnt or design,
a picture has been presented of a Community on the
brink of bankruptcy, with incertitude piled upon
doubt. Is the Commission aware of the financial cost
of the present market stagnation ? Does it realize that,
whatever the budgetary considerations which 
- 
I say
again 
- 
may justify it, it has undermined confidence
far beyond the period of rwo or three months envis-
aged and the sectors directly concerned ? There are
only two ways about it : either the Commission had
failed to foresee the consequences, and that would be
very serious ; or it bas foreseen them and what we are
witnessing is pressure being exerted on Parliament
and on the Member States 
- 
and that is more serious
still.
It is my opinion, Mr President, that norwithstanding
the budgetary problems, which we should all bear in
mind, it is now the Commission's duty to act swiftly
to remedy the situation, to dispel this anxiery among
the public and reassure it as quickly as possible that it
means to honour its commitments. I think, Mr
Dalsager 
- 
and I am addressing myself to you,
because it is your unconsidered statements that have
provoked this anxiety 
- 
that this is the least that the
Commission can do to recover its own and the
Community's credibility. For it has undoubtedly been
shaken, causing serious damage in our markets.
Mr Delatte (L). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, Honorable
Members, this discussion reveals the need for perma-
nent consultation between the Commission, the
Council and Parliament. The subject is an important
one. I, for one, regret that Mr Thorn has been unable
to attend, although I see that one plane has already
landed, as Mr Dalsager is with us. Perhaps Mr Thorn
will be here in a minute, in which case I should like
him to reply himself, as it was he who replied at our
last part session to questions on this subiect. In my
speech of 13 October, I said that the Commission
statements had upset people. This decision was later
aggravated by the successive positions adopted by the
Commission.
!7hat happened ? There were discussions about the
budget. Everyone is saying that the problems are such
that the Community will soon be unable to finance
anything. The decision to suspend refunds for a fort-
night was taken. Questions were asked. And my
colleague Mr Maher put this question to the Commis-
sion and its President, Gaston Thorn :'!7ill other deci-
sions be taken after the prescribed l0 days ?'I7e got a
Suarantee that no other decisions would be taken 
-but today we are faced with a fait accompli and a deci-
sion has been taken to suspend refunds until the end
of the year. I think that shows a complete lack of
respect for this House and I obiect to it.
It is a matter of simple advances on refunds, it is true,
but when the Commission tells us that this has no
effect on the operators' activity or on the producers'
income, I maintain it is wrong because the additional
costs that occur because the refunds are not paid are a
heavy burden on all these producers and the perturba-
tion of the markets that is going to occur will make
the situation worse.
There will be speculation, let us have no illusion
about that, and I think it is a good idea for the
Commission to be careful about this and, at all events,
to avoid sudden decisions being taken without consul-
tation.
That, Mr President, is the heart of the matter. The agri-
cultural policy has to be altered. The question is an
urgent one, but any changes must be made serenely.
They must not involve attacking the common agricul-
tural policy every time we have a sitting 
- 
as we did
this morning with the Arndt report. I think it is
important to see the problem as it really is and I
thank Mr Thom for coming to join us because I
should like him to answer this difficult question, as he
did last time.
I should like to add that the producing countries with
agricultural surpluses are in a very small minority on
this earth. Everyone helps their agriculture and
everyone is worried about their farmers' incomes. So
this is not a budget problem. It is a political problem
which it is important to study as a whole so that
everyone can benefit. Lastly, I should like to tell Mr
Gautier that he has no lessons to teach us here on the
right. He said that the right had squandered and led
us to squander Community funds. The Community
has not so far squandered any funds on agriculture
and, in any case, it has no debts. Unfortunately, in my
country, where we have a socialist government, it has
taken the socialists only two years to empty the
coffers. And not only that. They have contracted the
sort of debts for France that the country has never
known. So Mr Gautier has nothing to say.
Mr President, I should like the Commission to be
convinced of the need to develop agriculture and
maintain the CAP. This is something that is in the
interests of all Europeans. I strongly hope that the
CAP will be examined in a careful and positive
manner and, above all, that there can be consultation
so as to avoid the sort of misunderstanding we have
already experienced.
(Applause from tbe rigbt).
Mr Gautier (DEP). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, Honorable
Members, we inight well think that this was a play-
house if we did not know that we were in an
extremely serious situation. There is a play, in several
acts, going on at the moment.
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Act one: At the end of September, Mr Tugendhat
honours the European Parliament's Committee on
Agriculture with his presence and announces, unequiv-
ocally, that there are no budget problems attached to
covering agricultural spending for the rest of 1983. He
even says that if the European Parliament fails to
adopt the supplementary budget for 1983 during the
first October part-session, it would have to do so
during the following part-session at the latest, as the
Commission cannot ensure payments after that
without the supplementary budget. So the farmers are
calm and reassured.
Act two : Ten days later, Mr Dalsager tells the press in
Athens that there is no more money, only insolvency
and bankruptey The President of the Commission
categorically denies the statements and publicly de-
nounces the commissioner. Things get clearer. The
following day, Mr Thorn announces that his colleague
in charge of agriculture is right.
There is no point in saying then that the farmers no
longer kndw which way 
- 
I nearly said to which
commissioner 
- 
to turn, as they are more than
worried.
The day after, the Commission is harmonious once
more. Here, in Strasbourg, we witness the embarrassed
but harmonious finalization of things by the Commis-
sion.
Act three: The Official Journal of l2 October
contains the regulation suspending payments of
advances on export refunds for all products and
various aids and subsidies for l0 days. The curtain
comes down and there is no applause.
Act four : A week later, the European Commission
again examines the financial situation of the
Guarantee Section of the EAGGF and, on the basis of
the available figures 
- 
try and understand this if you
can extends 'the economic measures already
announced until the end of the year and introduces
three new measutes. The Commission tells us that
there has been an unusually high number of applica-
tion for advances on refunds over the past week and
this has forced it to change its position for the nth
time. If the Commission, that great European agricul-
tural broker, is unable to realize that the panic it has
created has led exporters to rush to the Community's
coffers, then it clearly fails to understand anything
about business at all.
So has not the time come at last for us to seriously
envisage setting up the European exPort agency our
group has been calling for for years, one that would be
associated to all the parties involved (which would
understand the world of business) for, visibly, bureau-
cracy and trade do not go well together ?
\7hat would the Commission's real aim be in an enter-
prise of this kind ? A calculated deliberate move on
the part of the Commission to put Pressure on the
Council of Ministers ? Or simply a settling of
accounts ? If it were, it would be totally unacceptable
to our group. Although the Commission claims the
opposite, we are tempted to believe it.
(Applause from tbe rigbt)
Mr Provan (ED).- Mr President, it is easy to iden-
tify the ends that we want to achieve, but it is not
always easy to identify the means by which to achieve
them. Very often in this Parliament we finish up in
total disagreement.
For a number of years now we have condoned the
increase in prices granted every year by the Council,
very often in advance of what the Commission had
suggested, for the benefit of the agricultural industry.
!7e in the European Parliament have been well
warned of the likely consequences of demands for too
high an increase in prices. Some time the bubble had
to burst. The industry, however, has been thrown into
confusion by the recent decisions of the Commission.
This year milk production is expected to increase yet
again by 3.5 % whilst in a Scottish market this week,
because of the confusion that there is at the Present
time, in-calf beef heifers dropped by 3 80 a head, a
very substantial figure for those farmers selling
animals. Oil-seed rape is I 12 a tonne down and
wheat is f 8 a tonne down, all coming nearer the inter-
vention price and so threatening to cause further
expenditure to the Community.
\flhat has the Commission in fact achieved by its
cuts in advance payments ? They will, I gather, be
saving i 5m in interest on intervention stocks. Yet it
is the poor pig and poultry industry that has really
been sided out and told that it cannot get any skim-
med-milk milk powder for its feed. supplies. At
present, this must be one of the agricultural sectors
suffering the greatest hardship.
Mr President, these are matters affecting some indi-
vidual sectors of the industry. Looking at the situation
as a whole, we find we are now half-way between Stutt-
gart and Athens and we have achieved very little.
!7hat we require is confidence. Look at the younger
people up in the gallery today. Should they be sitting
there watching the confusion in Europe being
brought about by the Commission ? No, we must
send them home with confidence that we in the Euro-
pean Parliament and the Commission will manage the
industry better and make certain that the common
agricultural policy comes out of this trouble stronger
than it was before.'We can only do that if we actually
establish budgetary control over agricultural policy.
Mr M. Martin (COM). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, I
should like to start by telling Mr Delatte, who seems
to have forgotten, that in 1982, with the left in power,
France's agricultural revenue went up for the first time
since 1974. Farmers' incomes dropped constantly
when the right was in power.
(Applause from tbe left)
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Having said that, I should like to point out that on
Tuesday of the last part-session we reacted at the
announcement that some advance payments would be
suspended. After several hours of wavering, when
confirmation followed denial and denial confirmation,
the Commission officially decided to suspend
advances for l0 days on 12 October. My first remark
is that this hesitation was to the considerable benefit
of the speculators. It would be interesting if the
Commission could tell us just how much went into
speculation. There is talk of more than 50 000 000
ECU on I I October alone. '!flho is talking about spec-
ulation ?' Mr Thorn asked us a couple of weeks ago.
lfould you, Mr President of the Commission, dare to
ask the same question again today ? A few days after
Mr Thorn spoke to the House, there was a further
contribution when the Commission announced that
payments would be suspended until further notice
and issued a series of restrictive management
measures alongside. Many sectors of production are
concerned with this 
- 
milk, wine, tobacco, olive oil,
colza, sunflower and so on. The Commission claims
to be short of funds to meet commitments to the end
of the year.
My second remark is this. Is not this in contradiction
with its own commitments and the assurances it gave
us recently ? The adoption of supplementary budget
No 2 for 1983 was intended to give the Commission
enough money within the time it had mentioned. I
should like here to quote Mr Thorn himself who, at
the last part-session, said we had shut up shop for 10
days to give us the time to investigate the problems. It
was l0 days yesterday and it is until further notice
today. Beware, gentlemen of the Commission, of
trying to investigate problems in this way. You could
well come unstuck. IJThat cacophony and 
- 
on this I
shall end 
- 
what incoherence ! So has the economic
or the agricultural situation changed ? No. IUTere the
calculations wrong ? If they were, then the fact has to
be admitted. But isn't it really a case of the Commis-
sion pursuing political pressure 
- 
not to say black-
mail 
- 
to get its proposals on reforming the common
agricultural policy rubber-stamped ?
(Applausc lron the lelt)
Mr Kirk (ED). 
- 
(DA)Mr President, I must say that
the Commission is behaving like a board adminis-
tering a bankrupt estate, and I will repeat it, so that
Commissioner Dalsager is in no doubt on the matter :
I do not consider the Community to be a bankrupt
estate. But I find the Commission is administering the
Community in the same way as a bankrupt estate
would be administered, and with the same effect
among the populations of the Community. The
people who are dependent on the common agricul-
tural policy and the payments made under it have lost
confidence in the Communities. They should not lack
confidence in the Communities, it is only in the
Commission's management of the Communities that
they should have no confidence. I should like to say
the following : Parliament should really draw the
consequences from the loss of confidence which is
taking root. \(e should draw the consequences and
hold the vote of no confidence in the Commission,
which we are entitled to do on behalf of the 270
million citizens we represent in the Community.
Mr Thorn, President of tbe Commission. 
- 
(FR) Mr
President, I shall leave it to my colleague, Mr
Dalsager, to give a detailed answer to your various
arguments. I myself would like to look at the problem
as a whole.
It is incredibly easy in a minute, or even thirty
seconds, to throw mud without offering any proof. It
only takes a couple of seconds to charge us with bank-
ruptcy and mismanagement and more. There is no
need for any thought, no need for any justification
even. But it might be a good idea for this House too
not just to hear what it wants to hear, but to see things
as they really are.
So I shall try, out of deference to this House and,
above all, to those who did not have the opportunity
to listen to me last time, to outline what happened
last month.
I do not see where the Commission went wrong. I
think that any MP who is au fait with the problems
of agriculture knows that there has been a cost explo-
sion this year for reasons that have nothing to do with
the way the Commission is managed. \7e were faced
with a cost explosion that the Commission had been
predicting for two years. If our proposals had been
followed and not other people's, we would not be in
this situation now. NThat did I tell Parliament last
month ? At the last part-session, I told this House that
I regretted that we had to suspend the advances in a
somewhat untimely manner 
- 
that was a little
mistake if we are talking about mistakes 
- 
as it is our
duty to get to the end of the year with the means at
our disposal. I am afraid that 
- 
as your reaction in
fact showed today 
- 
by intervening as we did, we
gave the impression that we were being Machiavellian
and trying to put pressure on the Council that was
meeting at that stage or even on Parliament which, at
the same time, was discussing our budget. I regret
that. I would have rather not have had to take that
decision at that time.
You know how the Commission works, if you will let
me add this. The Commission is a corporate body and
I wanted as much of that body as possible to shoulder
a responsibility of this sort. But some people were in
Strasbourg at the time, others were in Athens and
others were at home. And some were in Brussels. I felt
that a decision of this order should not be taken on
trust and by written procedure. I(hich is why I regret
that the decision was taken inopportunely and left
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itself open to criticism 
- 
which you did not hesitate
to give. I7hen we wanted to postpone the decision
and take it calmly a week later, we realized that,
because it had been announced 
- 
as you, Mr Martin,
said 
- 
there was speculation. So we closed for 10 days
so we would be able to take the decisions in full know-
ledge of the facts.
So we, on the Commission, met to decide what
measures we ought to take and we thought that, objec-
tively, these measures 
- 
which had perhaps been
taken on the wrong day and in the wrong circum-
stances 
- 
ought to be continued. Ifle take responsi-
bility for this.
I said that I regretted that they were introduced the
day you were discussing the budget here and we were
in Athens. That is why we thought we might post-
pone them. But that was out of the question because
speculation had already started 
- 
so we extended the
decision. So there was no real speculation to the
Community's detriment as the tills were closed and
the measures maintained. And that is why we shall
maintain the measures as long as is necessary.
You asked me about the confidence of the farmers,
but we are honouring all our commitments.
Let us look things in the face. I think the idea here, in
this House, is to reassure the farmers rather than upset
them. So what is wrong ? Are we meeting our obliga-
tions ? Certainly we are, because these are advances on
operations which will practically all take 'place next
year. That basically, ladies and gentlemen, is a system
of prefinancing and not iust at 80o/o either. At 100%.
Doesn't the House feel that the most important thing
in the present budgetary conditions is to honour our
commitments and not grant prefinancing to people
who are expecting a change in the rates at the end of
the year and are trying to take cover and make a
profit ? Do you think that it is right, really, to
condemn our behaviour ? Did we not act properly
when we saw the danger and closed the tills ? The one
thing I regret is that this all happened at the time of
your part-session and the Athens Council. Since then,
the Commission has taken the relevant stePs, in the
interests of the Community, and no-one in this
House, Mr President, should regret them. All our
commitments to the producers will be honoured.
!7hy did the other operators 
- 
the economic oper-
ators and the businessmen and the transporters 
-
suddenly ask for more advances than were usual for
the season and more than they normally applied for
in other years ? Because some of them thought it
would be better to get the money now and have the
benefit of the operation several months before actually
carrying it out. I do not feel this should be Parlia-
ment's prime concern and it is certainly not the
Commission's.
Now, Mr President, for the details. My colleague Mr
Dalsager will, I feel, provide them more skilfully by
far than I could, but I thank you for being so good as
to give me your attention.
(Applausel
Mr Dalsagel .fuIember of the Comtnksion. 
- 
(DA)
Mr President, I would repeat that the short-term finan-
cial situation continues to be tight, despite the adop-
tion of supplementary budget No 2 for 1983, under
which a further 1751 million ECU are made available
to the EAGGF (Guarantee Section). The amount
remaining for November and December is 2396
million ECU. The Member States asked the Commis-
sion for l73l million ECU for November, i. e. a much
larger amorint than the monthly disbursements at the
start of the year, which averaged 1337 million ECU
over the first 9 months of the year. Faced with applica-
tions for advances of such a volume, the Commission
considers it necessary to extend the temporary suspen-
sion of advances, so that disbursements can be kept
within the limit of available resources. The Commis-
sion has, moreover, decided to pay an advance of 1308
million ECU for November 1983, which broadly
corresponds to the average amount of monthly disbur-
sements since the start of the year. As applications
from the Member States have obviously increased as a
result of the present budgetary situation, the amount
of advances for November should be sufficient to
cover the actual payment requirements of the Member
States.
This leaves 1088 million ECU for December. The
Commission will therefore follow the development in
the financial situation for the EAGGF (Guarantee
Section) very closely and has already made supplemen-
tary arrangements to avoid exceeding the appropria-
tions. In addition to the arrangements already
mentioned, that is, the suspension of advances under
the market regulation system and the limitation of
advances to Member States for November to 1308
million ECU, the Commission has taken the
following decisions: amendment of Commission
Regulation 380178 in order to avoid difficulties with
regard to the end-of-year estimate of public interven-
tion expenditure, reduction of the rate of interest for
the financing of stocks from 9 % to 8 0/0, reduction in
the sale of skimmed-milk powder for animal feed in
November 1983 and, finally, the abolition of restitu-
tions for the export of mackerel.
I would stress again that there is no legal obligation to
pay advances which the Commission has temporarily
suspended. The advance payments are a facility which
we make use of before the transaction to which they
relate has been concluded and all the formalities to
obtain a restitution or an amount of aid are duly
completed. This suspension thus does not in any way
prejudice the entitlements of the recipients to suPPort
from the EAGGF (Guarantee Section), provided the
customary proof is furnished that the transaction quali-
fying for reimbursement has been finally concluded'
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I would further point out that the suspension is
temporary : it is scheduled to last until the end of
1983 at the latest. If the Commission ascertains in the
immediate future that disbursements are below the
present estimate and that it is financially possible to
lift the suspension before the end of the year we shall
lift the suspension.
Some Members of Parliament have asked why we
chose this procedure in particular and wish to know
what the financial consequences will be. Let me say
that the Commission has chosen this arrangement
because it is not prejudicial either to the market
support mechanisms or to the entitlements embodied
in the Community rules. This measure consists in the
temporary suspension of a means of easing cash-flow
problems for certain recipients of EAGGF aid. The
payments will thus be delayed for a few weeks. The
Commission estimates the total of advances to recipi-
ents whose payments will be delayed at between 200
million and 250 million ECU, which represents
approximately l.5o/o of the total of appropriations for
1983 of 15 848 million ECU.
IN THE CHAIR: LADY ELLES
Vice-President
President. 
- 
The debate is closed.
I have received a motion for a resolution tabled by Mr
Pranchire and others (Doc. l-941183) to wind up the
debate on this oral question. The vote on whether to
proceed to an early vote will be held at the next
voting-time.
Mr Gautier (S). 
- 
Madam President, I think the
Commissioner's reply is very disappointing. I think a
lot of people here posed some very concrete questions
to the Commission. For example, what happens to the
payment in 1984 if the Commission transfers the
payments to the next budgetary ye2f ? Can the
Commission stay within the I % ceiling or not ? I
should like to have an answer from the Commission
on that, otherwise the debate is completely useless.
President. 
- 
I am sorry to disappoint you, Mr
Gautier, but I understand that yesterday Parliament
decided that this debate should take precisely one
hour and that hour has now elapsed. So, regretfully, I
must follow the wishes of this House and carry on
with the next item. Perhaps you could put some ques-
tions to the Commissioner at some other time, but I
must act in accordance with the wishes of this House
which were voted on yesterday.
Mr Gautier (S). 
- 
Just a formal point, Madam Presi-
dent. The Parliament decided to have a one-hour
debate, so the Parliament confined itself to three-quar-
ters of an hour and the Commission had a quarter-of-
an-hour's time to answer. It should be fairly simple
for the Commission to answer the concrete questions
within a quarter of an hour.
President. 
- 
I am sorry, Mr Gautier, I understand
that the decision was that the whole debate, including
all participants, would take one hour, and I really
cannot depart from the decision of this House. If at
some later stage you wish to put questions to the
Commissioner, I am sure that this can be arranged,
but I cannot, at this stage today, allow this to happen.
As it is, we have now a very heavy item, which is, of
course, the presentation of the budget.
6. Budget for'1984
President. 
- 
The next item comprises the following
reports tabled on behalf of the Committee on
Budgets:
- 
by Mrs Scrivener, on Section III : Commission
(Doc. t-900/83);
- 
by Mr Pfennig, on Section I: Parliament (Doc.
I -8e5/83) ;
- 
by Mr Pfennig, on Section II; Council (Doc.
r-8e6t83);
- 
by Mr Pfennig, on Annex I to Section II;
Economic and Social Committee (Doc. l-897183);
- 
by Mr Pfennig, on Section IV: Court of Justice(Doc. l-898i83); and
- 
by Mr Pfennig, on Section V : Court of Auditors
(Doc. l-899183)
of the draft general budget of the European Communi-
ties for the financial year 1984 (Doc. l-800/83).
Mrs Scrivener (L), rapporteilr. 
- 
(FR) Madam Presi-
dent, Mr President of the Council, ladies and
gentlemen, Article 203 of the Treary invests in the
Parliament responsibility for amending and modifying
the draft budget presented by the Council for its first
reading.
As rapporteur on the budget of the Communities for
1984 | have the task of presenting to you the deci-
sions that the Committee on Budgets is proposing to
the House, to form the basis of a constructive contribu-
tion by the Parliament to the budgetary dialogue.
Before discussing these decisions in detail, I should
like to outline the analyses and political intentions
underlying our proposals.
As you will remember, Parliament, responding to an
initiative from the Committee on Budgets, adopted a
set of budgetary policy guidelines f.or 1984 in March
this year. The Committee on Budgets was concerned
at the time to set the Community's budgetary policy
in the context of the economic and social environ-
ment. Economic crisis remains the predominant
feature. Despite the real signs of recovery that are
being seen in the United States and to a lesser degree
in some Communiry countries, the economic forecasts
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that we are seeing from the Commission or the
OECD indicate that the growth rate in prospect will
not be sufficient to bring down the level of unemploy-
ment during 1984.
The budget of the Communities, we know, is not
large enough to have a decisive impact on the situa-
tion. Nevertheless, the Committee on Budgets found
that it would be possible, by judicious use of the
modest means available to Parliament, to make some
significant contributions to the task of dealing with
what has to be called the economic decline of the
Community.
Parliament's task is all the more difficult in that the
Community is currently suffering an identity crisis as
well as a financial crisis.
Europe is going through a deep identity crisis, the
main contributory factor being the lack of political
will on the part of Member States to carry on with the
process of building the Community. Europe has lost
all momentum. Having established its agricultural
policy during the 1960s, and then its own resources
and a parliamentary form of institutional system
during the 1970s, it is now marking time.
Many problems have been clearly identified, for
instance in the context of the mandate of 30 May
1980. The institutions of the Community are finding
it totally impossible to find solutions which would be
lasting and would not lead to destruction of the
Community. The diagnosis is clear: the Community's
decision-making process is conducive to deadlocks ;
the Commission's role 
- 
particularly as an executive
and administrative body 
- 
has declined, while that of
the Council and the bodies attached to it has grown.
As for the Council, its behaviour is becoming more
like that of an intergovernmental organization, in
which everything has to be negotiated, rather than
that of an arm of the Community. Consequently,
conflicts between vested interests often override soli-
darity. Europe's identity crisis has brought on a finan-
cial crisis. The budget obliges us to face up to the
facts.
The figures reflect the harsh reality. The draft budget
presented by the Council for 1984 is smaller, in terms
of payment appropriations, than the 1983 budget. I7e
should not therefore blind ourselves to the truth with
talk of stagnation: the Community is taking a step
back. \7ith the exhatrstion of available resources and
the Member States' reluctance to make the effort
needed to create new resources, we have been put in a
position in which not only is it extremely difficult to
draw up a responsible budget lor 1984 but we run a
real risk of insolvency.
Member States see this as further justification for
holding back on a more extensive transfer of
financing from the national to the Community level,
even where this would bring improved efficiency. The
rise in expenditure on agriculture has simply exacer-
bated the situation: with EAGGF expenditure
accounting for an increasing proportion of the whole,
the development of all other policies is compromised,
so that some of them are disappearing and others are
at risk of being renationalized.
This imbalance has led to the development of situa-
tions which are unacceptable in the eyes of certain
Member States, which believe that they are not
deriving sufficient benefit from Community expendi-
ture. This is not an imaginary problem. The situation
is therefore very grave. All the institutions of the
Community are now aware of this. The positions
taken up by the European Council in Stuttgart, the
Parliament's budget guidelines for 1984, and the preli-
minary draft budget presented by the Commission all
evince a determined will to put an end to the process
of dissolution.
In Stuttgart, the Community Heads of State or Govern-
ment clearly demonstrated their intention of orga-
nizing a general review of the Community's financial
problems. They set a time limit, laid down a proce-
dure, and decided that the method to be followed was
to make a 'global' examination of all aspects of the
budget dossier. The aim was not merely to arrest the
process of dissolution but to create the conditions for
a Community revival. No aspect of the dossier would
be given precedence over the others: creation of new
own resources, implementation of new policies,
improvement of budgetary discipline, and control of
agricultural spending are so many objectives to be
pursued in parallel with one another.
This general review by the Heads of Government has
meant that it has been possible to use a broader
canvas for the 1984 budget, so that it can become a
decisive stage in the Community's efforts to put its
finances on a sound footing and express its policies
through its budget. This is how the guidelines voted
by Parliament in March 1983 should be understood.
In confirming the priorities of combating unemploy-
ment and combating hunger in the world, Parliament
has shown that it wants the budget to be used as the
means whereby the Communiry inakes its contribu-
tion in support of the Member States' efforts to deal
with the economic crisis.
In broad terms, the preliminary draft budget
presented by the Commission expressed the same
aims.
It gave prominence to action against unemployment
and hunger, but the Commission also soughf to
improve the structure and balance of Community
finances, notably through the allocation of increased
resources for new policies. The main emphasis was on
strengthening the productive apparatus and
promotinS new projects in selected sectors : energy,
new technology, innovation, research, transport. The
Commission also proposed action to improve the
quality of life, for instance through protection of the
environment. The contribution that it envisaged to
efforts to combat youth unemployment was focused
on training.
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The Commission was also concerned to promote a
better balance in Community finances by trying to
keep the rate of growth in agricultural spending below
that of growth in own resources. All these aims met
with Parliament's support, and the delegation which
went to the conciliation procedure with the Council
on 23 July 1983 made plain that it was in favour of
the proportions proposed by the Commission. The
amendments that the Committee on Budgets is
commending to you today will therefore come as no
surprise to the Council. These amendments are in fact
exactly consistent with our guidelines and the conclu-
sions that we have drawn from the decisions taken in
Stuttgart.
You will therefore imagine our reaction, Mr President
of the Council, when we saw the draft budget
prepared by your institution. !7e are aware of the pres-
sures on the Member States and on the Community in
this time of economic crisis, and we too are in favour
of stricter budgetary control. Moreover, our Parliament
has, I believe, set an example in its tighter manage-
ment of staffing. It attaches great importance to good
management and budgetary efficiency, and it was to
this end that it set up its Committee on Budgetary
Control, which has done excellent work in coniunc-
tion with the Court of Auditors, as is generally
acknowledged. However, budgetary control should not
be destructive, it should not be an obstacle to progress
in development of the Community.
!7e accept the Council's concern not to prejudge the
decisions to be taken by the European Council in
Athens. Nevertheless, the opposite extreme
behaving as though no follow-up to Stuttgart were
called for 
- 
does not appear to be the right approach.
Instead, the Committee on Budgets is proposing that
we get on with preparing the ground for the decisions
to be taken on 5 December.
Following a detailed discussion, the Committee on
Budgets decided to opt for the revenue forecasts
drawn up by the Council in preference to those
proposed by the Commission.
It felt that these relatively pessimistic forecasts offered
an adequate guarantee that the necessary balance
between revenue and expenditure could be main-
tained. Hence its commendation to Parliament of
adherence to the 1olo VAT ceiling, which it sees as the
application of a necessary constraint in these times of
economic restriction and a demonstration of Parlia-
ment's willingness to play its part in the exercise of
strict budgetary control. It of course made its own task
harder by accepting this self-discipline.
A few words now on implementation of the guide-
lines. Parliament finds itself in a particularly difficult
position. It has chosen to give priority during 1984, as
in 1983, to action against unemployment and against
hunger in the world. The financial circumstances of
the Communiry, which is faced with exhaustion of
available resources, allow scope for only very limited
development of expenditure. The Committee on
Budgets therefore had to be very disciplined in exer-
cising its freedom of initiative. It apportioned the avail-
able funds among the various policies according to
the contribution that each could make to attainment
of the targets set.
Four main areas of activity were singled out, and
funds allocated to them according to the following
distribution. For social policy, the committee voted
149 million ECU, with a very substantial proportion
earmarked for youth employment. For action in the
economic sector, it voted 122 million ECU, two-thirds
of this amount being allocated to energy policy; I
draw your attention to the emphasis here on the
industry and internal market sectors. For regional
policy, it voted 120 million ECU, priority being given
in this case to those regions which are less prosperous
than the average for the Community. Finally, for coop-
eration and development, it voted 127.5 million ECU,
with 45 million ECU allocated to the programme to
combat hunger in the world and 52.9 million ECU to
food aid.
Difficult choices had to be made within each of these
areas. The Committee on Budgets received invaluable
assistance from the specialized committees, which
kept their demands within reasonable bounds and
showed an awareness of the need for compromise
which I take this opportunity to acknowledge. !7e
were therefore able to overcome many of the diffi-
culties and, given the framework of the priorities that
had been adopted, to accomodate many of the propo-
sals submitted to us by Parliament's committees.
This brings me to the restructuring of expenditure. A
better balance in the apportionment of expenditure to
the various sectors is in fact a prerequisite for any
lasting solutions to the problems confronting the
Community, whether of a financial or a political
order. As Parliament has affirmed on countless occa-
sions, the proper approach to solving these problems
is to adopt a dual course combining the control of
agricultural spending with the development of those
policies which have become known as the new poli-
cies (energy, research, industrial policy, transport).
This is the only way to eliminate the unacceptable
situations which are currently eroding the cohesion of
the Community. This approach was reaffirmed in the
guidelines voted on 9 March. 1983, and the Com-
mittee on Budgets has adhered'to it in adopting an
initiative which constitutes a coherent, indissociable
whole, although consisting of three parts: first, place-
ment in reserve of a significant proportion of the
appropriations for agriculture ; secondly, similar treat-
ment of the appropriations specifically intended for
the United Kingdom and the Federal Republic of
Germany; finally, resolute action to launch new poli-
cies in the Community.
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On the agricultural reserve : the Council had itself
placed in reserve 250 million ECU of the 16.5 billion
ECU total appropriation proposed by the Commis-
sion ; in doing so, moreover, it was following the lead
given by the Parliament in connection with the
budget for 1983.
The Committee on Budgets decided that this reserve
should be more substantial and accordingly raised it
to 825 million ECU, or 50/o of the total appropriation.
This reserve is designed to ensure that the figure of
16.5 billion ECU stemming from the decisions on
farm prices lor 198411985 can be incorporated in the
total budget and to encourage the Commission to
administer these funds even more tightly. However,
the essential point that I should particularly like to
emphasize is that this reserve should be seen as a clear
signal to the European Council in Athens that we
expect the long overdue decision on the measures
needed to adapt the common agricultural policy. That
is the essential purpose.
(Applause)
On the reserve set aside for the United Kingdom and
the Federal Republic of Germany : the European
Council in Stuttgart granted a net refund of 750
million ECU to the United Kingdom in the context
of its adoption of the declaration on the future
financing of the Community. The Council accord-
ingly entered an appropriation of 1202 million ECU
for policies to be pursued in both the United
Kingdom- and the Federal Republic of Germa4y. The
European Parliament has no intention of challenging
the volume of such appropriations. However, it does
mean to exercise its rights as ioint repository, with the
Council, of budgetary authority.
Consequently, the Committee on Budgets decided in
favour of the following arrangements, which corre-
spond broadly with those adopted for 1982 and 1983.
The first stage is to classify all these appropriations as
non-compulsory expenditure. The items classed by
the Council as compulsory expenditure are in fact
concerned with new developments : special measures
to promote employment, specific transport infrastruc-
ture projects, whose classification will have to be
defined in consultations between the Council and the
Parliament when the legal basis becomes known, in
accordance with the terms of the inter-institutional
agreement of 30 June 1982. The next stage will be
reallocation of this expenditure on lines corre-
sponding to Community policies, already established
or yet to be defined, which fit in with Parliament's
priorities. Finally, these appropriations are to be trans-
ferred to Chapter 100 pending the results expected of
the Athens summit, in the same way as the agricul-
tural reserve. It was appreciated that it was quite essen-
tial for Parliament's decisions to command the widest
possible majority in the House. Clearly, therefore, the
agricultural reserve and the United Kingdom reserve
are to be taken together, and the decisions in Athens
are expected to take account of this connection
between them.
On development of new policies : the European Parlia-
ment cannot, assuredly, resign itself to the prospect of
a stagnating Community. If the Community loses the
dynamism from which it has derived its success and
ability to attract new members, it will wither and die.
Hence the special need for it to develop new lines of
action. 'lJ7e considered it particularly important that
there should be a maior effort on the industrial side,
where progress will have a decisive influence in
creating jobs for the future. The Committee on
Budgets accordingly approved a number of provisions
for the promotion of a European industrial policy. A
commitment appropriation ol l2l0 million ECU has
been entered on the corresponding lines of the
budget, and should provide the means for develop-
ment o[ various forms of practical action on a signifi-
cant scale.
These lines of action received unanimous support
from the representatives of the political groups, and
tomorrow afternoon's meeting of the Committee on
Budgets will see the final adoption of the wording for
the compromise remarks. At all events, there is no
doubt that Parliament will expect clear positions on
all the matters raised in Stuttgart to emerge from the
European Council in Athens. In addition, Parliament
will be responding to the overall results of the Euro-
pean Council in Athens in a manner which does not
discriminate against any Member State. These are
matters on which there is already agreement among
the coordinators of the political groups.
In conclusion, Madam President, Mr President of the
Council, ladies and gentlemen, I appeal most earn-
estly to the House in reiterating the absolute necessity
of adhering to the 1% ceiling. In doing so, I am
asking for a responsible attitude, but we also expect
the Council to be equally mindful of its responsibili-
ties when examining the draft budget that we will be
submitting to it.
\7e have achieved a consensus in Parliament which
for the first time, it seems to me, strikes a proper
balance between the various dossiers on Europe's
agenda : agriculture, certain Member States' contribu-
tions, budgetary balance. These dossiers are manifestly
interrelated. If we can maintain this interrelationship,
we shall perhaps, as I sincerely hope, create the condi-
tions for further progress in the construction of
Europe.
(Applause)
Mr Pfennig (PPE), rd.pporteur. 
- 
(DE) Madam Presi-
dent, ladies and gentlemen, may I add a general
remark to what my co-rapporteur, Mrs Scrivener, hasjust said, and then comment specifically on the
reports on the budgets of Parliament, the Council, the
Economic and Social Committee, the Court of Justice
and the Court of Auditors for which I am responsible.
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With expenditure totalling 25.4 thousand million
ECU in 1984, the Community's entire revenue is
being appropriated in a draft budget for the first time.
If Parliament adopts the proposals of the Committee
on Budgets it will be going right up to the limit of
our financial resources 
- 
but no further. In 1984, the
European Community's expenditure still won't exceed
its revenue, unlike our Member States, whose national
budgets always contain higher spending than revenue
estimates. Taken as a whqle, Member States' annual
excess expenditure alone far exceeds the total spend-
ing of the European Community. This ought to be
borne in mind in reviewing the Community budget in
order to put things into proportion.
If Parliament decides to appropriate the total 1984
revenue for expenditure, this is for two reasons :
Firstly, agricultural spending has gone up again from
600/o ol the budget in 1982 to nearly 700lo, because
the national ministers have been unable to agree on
agricultural reforms. This only leaves financial scope
for the Community's other policies 
- 
e.g. reducing
unemployment, social, regional, energy and research
policies, and food aid 
- 
provided the remaining 30o/o
is utilized to the full. That is what the Committee on
Budgets has done and hopes you will accePt.
The second reason why we have exhausted this 30%
is that it is high time new Community policies 
-
such as the transport and communications policy
envisaged in the Rome Treaties, a comPrehensive
Community research policy, a long-term structural
policy for industrial innovption and Community
markets, and a Mediterranean programme with special
reference to the accession of Spain and Portugal 
-
were introduced.
The increases proposed by Parliament for this
spending are very modest, but the declarations of
commitment for the following y€ars express our inten-
tions.
Like my colleague Mr Arndt this morning, I would
like to point out that since my 1980 rePort on the
future of the budget and the Community's financial
system, Parliament's approach has been that :
a) it is time tasks were divided up between the
Community and Member States, the Community
only being responsible for tasks which it can
perform more effectively and/or cheaply than all
the Member States together;
b) the Community budget should provide funds for
these tasks, lessening the demands on Member
States' national budgets; and
c) Member States and the Community should make
efforts to economize in all sectors of the Commu-
nity budget. fhis principle is reflected in the 1984
draft budget, even though we are going to the limit
of our financial resources.
May I cite three points by .way of illustration. Mrs
Scrivener has proposed on behalf of the Committee
on Budgets to allocate 1200 million ECU for repay-
ments to the UK and the Federal Republic of
Germany to the reserve. She has also proposed appro-
priating a total of some 750 million ECU for agricul-
tural spending to the reserve. These proposals repre-
sent an admonition to the Council to spend Commu-
nity funds more carefully and more wisely in future
and to introduce the long-overdue refoims for expen-
diture and revenue. Thirdly, the administrative
budgets I have processed for Parliament, the Council,
the Court of Justice, the Court of Auditors and the
Economic and Social Committee include some very
substantial savings.
These five institutions will recruit virtually no new
staff. Altogether five new positions are proposed, three
for the Court of Justcie and two for the Economic and
Social Committee. These positions relate to productive
functions and not purely administrative ones. The cost
of these appointments will be met by a reduction in
expense on other items in 1984. Might I also remind
this House that excluding information material for the
1984 elections this draft budget is actually 0.2% less
than the 1983 draft budget.
The Council and Parliament jointly propose an
average increase in the expenditure of these five insti-
tutions of iust under 5o/o, i.e., from 404814778 ECU
to 425585075 ECU. This is the lowest growth-rate for
years. If Parliament adopts the recommendations of
the Committee on Budgets,, it will be saving even
more than the Council, our 1984 spending estimate
for Parliament being 22800 ECU less than that for the
Council. While not a large sum it is nevertheless valid
proof of Parliament's determination to cut its adminis-
trative costs even further than those of the Council of
Ministers. I trust these three examples have convinced
you that we have been anything but reckless in
earmarking every penny of revenue for expenditure in
1984.
I would like to comment on the budgets of Parlia-
ment, the Council, the Economic and Social
Committee and the Courts of Justice and Auditors as
follows. All five institutions are to adopt a modified
expenditure scheme which has been included in the
amendments and which provides for a more detailed
breakdown of budgetary items and remarks. The
object of this is to make budgets more transparent and
easier to compare while preventing funds from being
misspent, which all the institutions 
- 
even the
Council 
- 
have been guilty of at some time or other.
No changes are envisaged irt Parliampnt's budget as
against the preliminary draft. The chairmen of the
political groups requested some new positions, but
these were rejected by the Committee on Budgets.
The Committee on Budgets asks for your permission
25. 10. 83 Debates of the European Parliament No l-305/67
Pfennig
to elaborate some proposals regarding the reorganiza-
tion of our administration, in addition to those of the
Presidency, by the second reading of the budget. You
will recall that the House decided when the prelimi-
nary draft was being debated that for our parliamen-
tary administration to function efficiently Members
ought to have the use of over 20o/o of its staff's
seryices.
$7ith regard to the Council's budget, may I merely
refer you to the explanatory statement to the relevant
resolution. The Committee on Budgets thinks that if
the Council were to apply its own principles it, too,
could cut down a little more on costs. The Committee
on Budgets proposes the same expenditure estimate
for the Economic and Social Committee as the
Council does. !fle do, however, want to increase
revenue by 13000 ECU. For changes in establishment
plans may I refer you to the amendments. The addi-
tional costs will be balanced by cuts in other items, so
that there will be no change in overall outlay.
The same goes by implication for the budget of the
Court of Justice. No changes are proposed for the
Court of Auditors establishment plan in 1984, the
Court having voluntarily foregone any changes in the
interests of economy. As I mentioned just now, by
restructuring some expenses we have even been able
to cut the total by 22800 ECU as against the Council's
estimate.
I would therefore like to ask you to vote in favour of
the amendments recommended by the Committee on
Budgets and myself. Only these can guarantee that the
policy of stringency advocated by the Committee on
Budgets is actually applied to administrative expendi-
ture.
(Applausa Mr Alauanos asks for the floor)
President. 
- 
I understand, Mr Alavanos, that you
have a point of order. However, if your point of order
is not in accordance with the Rules of Procedure, I
shall have to ask you to cease immediately, or would
you like to withdraw your point of order now ?
Mr Alavanos (COM). 
- 
(GR) Madam President, I
realize that I am interrupting the debate, and I appre-
ciate that this matter has nothing to do with the
budget. However, it is extremely serious. I refer to the
American invasion of Grenada. SU'e cannot stay silent
about this affair, particularly when there is a question
involved for the Commission of the European
Communities. Namely that ...
President, 
- 
I am sorry, Mr Alavanos, I warned you
that if you were not in accordance with the Rules of
Procedure of this House, I could not give you the
floor.
Mr Georgiadis, President-in-0ffice of the Council. 
-(GR) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, I am
particularly happy to be representing the Council here
today in the debate on the 1984 budget. The role of
the European Parliament in the budgetary ratification
process is laid down in the Treaties. This role is an
important one and is respected by the other arm of
the budgetary authority.
In this spirit, the Council has studied the report
drafted on behalf of the Committee on Budgets by
your rapporteur, Mrs Scrivener, and will also take
careful account of the final decisions Parliament
arrives at on completing the debate. The representa-
tive of the Council is present at this debate for a rwin
purpose. Firstly, to elucidate the motives which influ-
enced the Council when drawing up the draft which
you are scrutinizing and, secondly, to glean from the
debate your own conclusions and positions so that the
Council can look into them thoroughly when it
embarks on the second reading.
The Council is, of course, aware of the European
Parliament's enduring views concerning the priorities
which it thinks ought to be incorporated in the
budget. If the Council has been unable to adhere to
all these priorities, this is because over and beyond the
legitimate yardsticks it has had to face harsh reality.
The draft budget established by the Council thus
bears the mark of realism.
This realism obliged the Council to have regard to
three constraints in drawing up the draft. For one
thing the process of negotiation aimed at the reform
of the common policies, at finding new resources for
the Community and at giving it a new direction has
not yet been completed. Because of this, the Council
has had to make its decisions exclusively on the basis
of existing regulations and arrangements. The second
constraint consists in the fact 
- 
which you yourselves
have asserted 
- 
that the Community's resources are
exhausted, and this imposes a need for prudence and
restraint in financial policy. The third constraint is
linked with the international economic recession,
which is a limiting factor on the revenue side of the
Community budget.
Of course, in a debate such as this one cannot neglect
to stress the limitations of the budget in relation to
the needs it has to cover, as well as the_fact that it
does not take account of all of the repercussions
arising from Community integration. As is known, it
leaves out all the consequences of the trade policy,
and it is precisely this which places a value on the
redistributive role it ought to have. Nonetheless, it is
certain that some policies will be more effectively
unified by the budget, though it is doubtful whether
the sought-after balance of expenditure is achieved in
this budget.
Everyone in the Community speaks about a restruc-
turing of the budget to make it more effective and to
give it a better balance. However, the dilemma
confronting all of us is : restructuring, to the detri-
ment of which sector and in favour of which sector ?
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Personally I believe that this dilemma would disap-
pear if the Community were soon to arrive at a deci-
sion to increase the resources of the budget, some-
thing which would not put the existing and tried poli-
cies at risk, and which would also serve to make
resources available for the new policies which the
Community stands in need of in order tb promote its
competitiveness at the international level. \7ith such
an end in sight it ought also to be our object to cut
back on the growth of certain items of expenditure.
However, the present rigidity of the revenue side and
of the greater part of the expenditure side has
prevented ,the Council from drafting a more balanced
budget.
Ladies and gentlemen, now that I have made these
introductory remarks, allow me to touch on certain
central features of the budget under your scrutiny. I
shall not cite figures, because you already know these
from the presentation and from the documents which
have been made available to you. I shall just draw
attention to certain of the Council's motives and to
certain assumptions which are pertinent to your
debate today.
Firstly, we recognize that this is a difficult budget,
with the quantitative magnitudes almost unchanged.
Secondly, we note with satisfaction that you accept the
Council's prudent and cautious assessment of revenue.
Thirdly, we note your assertion concerning the need
to stay within the confines of the existing ceiling on
our own resources.
As regards the appropriations for agriculture in parti-
cular, we consider that the Commission's assessments
constitute a sober forecast of the expenditure levels
which will be necessary for the common agricultural
policy in 1984, and so the Council has left these
credits unchanged. The Council has put 250 million
ECU into Chapter 100 with a view to encouraging the
Commission to exercise greater stringency in the
management of these credits. The proposal in the
Scrivener report to place 850 million ECU in Chapter
100 is made in anticipation of the outcome of the
Athens summit, but it is not reconcilable with the
motives which led the Council to put 250 million
ECU in Chapter 100.
Concerning the amounts which have been set aside to
cover refunds to the United Kingdom and Germany,
the Council has acted on the basis of the political deci-
sion taken at Strasbourg. This arrangement does nol
of course, prejudge the lasting and long-term settle-
ment of the problem, which is being discussed
currently in the framework of the wider negotiations.
In classifying these appropriations the Council opted
for the classification which has been used in the past,
and this will be considered during the consultations
between the institutions. On this point, I would like
to call it to your attention that placing these amounts
in Chapter 100, as proposed, would complicate
matters in respect of a decision which has already
been taken and would not improve the climate of the
current negotiations. On the contrary, it would
perhaps sour things. The argument based on the
absence of regulations does not validate this proposal;
in view of that the Council intends to institute the
necessary regulations as soon as possible.
fu regards other appropriations for combating unem-
ploymenl reducing regional disparities, developing
new policies, aid to the developing countries, and like-
wise food aid, I must stress the genuine inability of
the Council to make available the funds which would
in all likelihood be necessary for these policies.
I turn now to your proposal for a substantial increase
in the appropriations for covering obligations which
have been undertaken in the sectors I have just
mentioned. To the extent that it would not be covered
by existing and guaranteed financial resources, such
an increase would be hazardous and would create
problems in financial planning.
Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, with these
general remarks I believe I have dealt with the main
motives of the Council and the more important issues
open for discussion. The Council awaits your final
decisions and will study them with interest. It will do
everphing possible, within the existing provisions and
the balance between the institutions, to see that the
budgetary procedure is completed with a minimum of
friction and in such a way as to permit the Commu-
nity to function smoothly at this difficult time.
\7e believe that if the budget moves along in this way
the Athens summit will be freed from distraction
when it examines the maior options which must be
embraced if the Community's problems are to be over-
come and its future course made easier.
(Applause)
Mr Tugendhat, Vice-President of tbe Commission.
- 
Madam President, I listened with great care both to
Mrs Scrivener's speech and to the President-in-Office
of the Council. I shall just say a word on the Presi-
dent's speech. I hope very much that the final few
phrases that he uttered will indeed represent the spirit
with which the Council conducts its activities during
the latter part of the year. !7hat he said about
compromise and taking into account the views of the
other arm of the budgetary authority,seemed, if I may
say so, to be exactly the right tone, and I hope that
the Council, in general, will operate on that basis
during the final months of the year. If it does so, I
think our chances of bringing this budgetary process
to a satisfactory gonclusion before the end of the
Greek Presidency will be very much enhanced.
Sflhen I presented the Commission's preliminary draft
budget for 1984 to this House in May of this year, I
drew attention to the extent to which the Commission
had taken account of Parliament's guidelines. By
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contrast, the Council, when establishing its draft
budget in July, imposed severe cuts for many items of
non-compulsory expenditure, not only in relation to
payment appropriations, where the pressure of
resource availability in the short term is particularly
acute, as the President-in-Office of the Council
pointed,out, but also, of course, in relation to commit-
ment appropriations. At the end of their Budget
Council meeting, I specifically protested against the
arbitrary fashion in which some of these cuts in
commitment appropriations had been imposed. I
want to draw attention to that. It was not only the
scale to which I objected. It was the very arbitrary way
in which some of the cuts had been made that I
found unacceptable.
I am therefore particularly pleased that Parliament's
Committee on Budgets, in its work and in the recom-
mendations it is putting to this House, has shared that
concern. Mrs Scrivener's proposals constitute a
balanced and well-thought-out package. The
Committee on Budgets, which has an extremely diffi-
cult task in confronting the demands, requirements,
hopes and aspirations of all the various committees
that go to make up this House, has, I believe, exer-
cised a serious choice of priorities, both as regards
payment appropriations, where the remaining margin
of the Community's own resources imposes a parti-
cular limit?tion, and also as regards commitment
appropriations, where it is reasonable to take a longer-
term view. If the Commission itself had been askef to
do a similar exercise of adjusting its aspirations to the
constraints of the Community budgetary situation, we
would, I think 
- 
I always hesitate, of course, to speak
on behalf of my colleagues ifi these matters 
- 
prob-
ably have come up with very similar results.
For payments, the Committee on Budgets proposes
the full use of the 556 million ECU of remaining
resources for 1984 within the 17o ceiling, in accor-
dance with the priorities set out in Parliament's own
guidelines resolution. For commitments, the Com-
mittee on Budgets proposes more substantial
increases. This is in line with the political declarations
of all three major institutions 
- 
Parliament, Council
and the Commission itself 
- 
to give a new impetus
to the development of Community policies, in parti-
cular in the fields of energy, research and innovation.
Just as the Commission protested against the arbitrary
cuts imposed by the Council, so too we welcome the
proposed restoration by Mrs Scrivener and the
Committee on Budgets. ITithout significant commit-
ment appropriations for non-agricultural policies, the
objective of restructuring the Community budget
would recede more and more into a distant future.
Moreover, without these increases, the aim that addi-
tional Community resources should be used for the
development of non-agricultural policies and not
merely for coping with the growing costs of agricul-
tural surplus production would be in danger of losing
its credibility.
I think I should also comment upon the risks which
surround the 1984 budget. The European Parliament
is being called upon to vote on a budget which, if
adopted, would use up all the Community's own avail-
able resources. In the Green Paper on future
financing, as well as in our specific formal proposals
in this field, the Commission has drawn attention to
the inconveniences and risks which flow from having
to manage the Community's policies in the shadow of
the exhaustion of its own resources. Now, of course,
we are living in this shadow. I think nobody can deny
that this is a serious situation and one which has to be
of great concern to us all.
During the nearly seven years of my time as Budget
Commissioner, there has been on average at least one
supplementary budget per year. The reasons for this
are well known.
For revenues, as well as agricultural expenditure, the
budget is based on working hypotheses which are
outside the Community's control. In particular I refer
to exchange-rate fluctuations, world market conditions
for agricultural products and, of course, the evolution
of the general economic situation. In 1984 however
- 
it is perhaps appropriate that it should be in that
particular year 
- 
there will be no scope for a supple-
mentary budget if our own resources are exhausted.
Any adjustments to the budget will have to consist of
rectifications within the existing total.
For revenues, the Council's draft was about 750
million ECU lower than the Commission's estimate
in the preliminary draft budget. In view of the consid-
erable uncertainties about the economic outlook for
1984, it is impossible to assert that one figure or the
other is the correct one. The difference of about 3%
of total revenues is in any case within the range of
forecasting uncertainty. But given the proximity of the
t% ceiling and the consequent need to err, if at all,
on the side of prudence, the Commission recom-
mends acceptance of the lower figure.
The need for prudence is underlined by the fact that
even for 1983, after nearly ten months of budgetary
implementation, the situation as regards the end-of-
year balance to be carried over into 1984 is still open.
It remains to be seen whether the possible shortfall in
customs duties and agricultural levies will be offset by
unused budgetary appropriations and exchange-rate
gains. The uncertainties are such that a small negative
balance at the end of the year cannot, therefore, be
excluded. In these circumstances I am afraid the
Commission cannot confirm the assurance to which
reference is made in paragraph 3 of Mrs Scrivener's
motion for a resolution.
Finally, there is the question of the proposed credits
for EAGGF (Guarantee Section). The Council has left
the total amount of credits proposed by the Commis-
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sion unchanged, but has put 250 m ECU into Chapter
100. The recommendation of the Committee on
Budgets goes in the same direction : no change in the
global figure but an additional amount in Chapter
100. The global figure of 16500 m ECU implies an
increase over the 1983 figure, including the second
supplementary budget, of. 4o/o, as against an average
annual increase in EAGGF expenditure of 150lo over
the last ten years and an increase ol 28o/o from 1982
to 1983. It is clear therefore that, in order to assure
the continued operation of the common agricultural
policy within the available budgetary credits, both
tight financial management and changes in some of
the CAP legislation will be necessary. I hope that
those points are clearly taken on board by Members of
this House when they refer to what I have said on this
occasion. I have had the impression, listening to one
or two of the speeches in the brief debate on the agi-
cultural advances, that some of the qualifications
which I made during my appearance before the
Committee on Agriculture and the Committee on
Budgets were rather overlooked by people who wished
only to look on the bright side and not to take
account of the rather darker aspects of our budgetary
situation.
The Commission, in its document COM(83)500 and
in its subsequent specific proposals for the reform of
the common agricultural policy, has put the Commu-
nity in a position to take the necessary decisions' It is
vital that these decisions should be urgently taken.
That brings me to the end of the brief introductory
remarks which I wished to make. I would like to
conclude, as I began, by congratulating the Com-
mittee on Budgets on the extremely difficult task that
it has carried through and on the result that it has
achieved, and to say how much I hope that the House
will follow Mrs Scrivener and the committee in its
work. I would also like to say that in the circum-
stances in which we find ourselves 
- 
circumstances
which I have attempted to sketch'oug where we ate
right up against the limit of our financial resources,
where there are clearly a number of uncertainties and
imponderables which it is quite impossible to put into
concrete certitudes or concrete forecasts 
- 
it is going
to be necessary for all of us, Parliament and the
Council and the Commission, to keep cool and to
keep calm and not to flap with every change that
takes place in the outlook or in the underlying circum-
stances and, above all, to be prepared to compromise
in the way that the President-in-Office of the Council
indicated in his remarks.
Madam President, my colleague, Mr Pisani, as you will
observe, is with me, and I hope it will be for the
convenience of the House if he also makes some
comments about some specific problems in the sector
for which he is responsible.
IN THE CHAIR: MR FRIEDRICH
Vice-President
Mr Piseni, lllember of tbe Comtnission. 
- 
(FR)
Following the speech by *y colleague responsible for
the budget, a contribution from me would be
untimely were it not necessary and were I unable to
assure you that it will be brief.
I should first of all like to say to the rapporteur and
the Committee on Budgets how grateful I am, on
behalf of the department for which I am responsible,
for the measured response of the parliamentary institu-
tion following the excessive rigour shown by the
Council in regard to development policy.
That, however, is not my main theme. I have to deal
with two technical points. The first is concemed with
food aid. Food aid appears on two lines, one for 1984
and the other for earlier years. For reasons which are
explained in the rules, we have had to use these two
lines for a number of years now in a way which the
Court of Auditors and the Committee on Budgetary
Control consider somewhat excessive.
In the amendments that he has tabled, Mr Irmer sug-
gests that these practices should be discontinued.
Although we agree with the substance of what he is
asking for, we hope that no such decision will be
taken in respect of the coming year since this would
result in a cut in the funds available for food aid in
1984, so that we would be unable to honour the
commitments that we have given or to meet the
demands of the unfortunately very grave situations
prevailing in many parts of the world.
I7e therefore ask either that Mr Irmer withdraw his
amendments with the agreement of the committee of
which he is rapporteur or that the House vote against
them, since they would leave us powerless to act.
My second point is concemed with implementation of
the financial protocols concluded with the Maghreb
and the Mashreq in connection with the old agree-
ments which expired in 1981. We had thought that
we had cleared the payments in respect of all the
years for which we had commitments with our'MMI'
partners and that it would be enough to show two
dashes in the budget so that the line could be kept in
being although not operational. We now hope that
these dashes can be changed into a token entry, since,
despite what we expected at the beginning of 1983,
we find at this stage of the year there will still be
some payments to be made during 1984.
These, then, ari two purely technical items which do
not affect the financial and budgetary balances
proposed by the Commission in any way, but are
necessary to proper management in our area of respon-
sibility.
(Applause)
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Mr Blaney (CDI), draftsman of the opinion of tbe
Committee on Agriculture. 
- 
Mr President, primarily
I want to draw the attention of the House to the
amendments tabled on behalf of the Committee on
Agriculture proposing additions to the text of the
Scrivener motion for a resolution. As colleagues well
know, Parliament cannot effectively change the level
of spending on farm support by votes on the budget,
because that is obligatory spending. However, what we
can do is to suggest how the pattern of spending
could be changed by changes in the machinery. That
is what our debates have to be about from now on, Mr
President, not just how much the CAP costs but who
the money goes to. On that point of costs, might I say
to Mr Pfennig and to many others that the cost of the
CAP in the proposed 1984 budget is not 70010, but on
a true accounting basis has been reduced to 43o/o of.
the total resources of the Community.
I appeal to colleagues, whatever their views of the
CAP, to read the Committee on Agriculture's amend-
ments, because I think they offer us a basis for a new
approach. Today I hope there is an awareness that (l)
we can no longer waste precious public money by
paying it to farmers who do not need it, and (2) we
must do all we can to maintain precious iobs in
farming and in agricultural areas.
For some time now, it has begun to be accepted that
we have to put a stop to the open-ended guarantee to
buy up whatever is produced irrespective of what can
be done with it. But the formulae tried out or
proposed so far have one fault, as I see !t, in common.
They apply across the board to all producers. At first
sight that may seem a fair solution, but the fact is that
all these measures hit hardest at the small farms and,
above all, at the ones that are doing their best to
improve their methods and techniques. At the other
end of the scale 
- 
and I am talking here mainly
about the dairy sector, for that is where the problem is
greatest 
- 
you have what we call 'factory farms'.
These produce milk with the most productive cows,
the most modern machinery, imported feed and with
almost no land in certain cases. Their existence was
made possible by the open-ended guarantee. Their
expansion has been encouraged by low-cost imports
benefiting from gaps in the protection round the
Communiry. First it was soya replacing Community-
produced forage; now it is a growing flood of cereal
substitutes such as brans, glutens, citrus wastes,
manioc and so on, imports of which rose from 6.2 m
to 14.4 m tonnes in the six years up to 1980, and the
trend continues. The result of these imports is not just
costly milk surpluses ; because they replace Communi-
ty-produced feed grains, the result is additional grain
exports to the world market which have to be subsi-
dized.
The second Community poliry, alongside the CAP, is
supposed to be commercial policy. It should match
and support the CAP, not undermine it. It is for these
reasons that the Committee on Agriculture calls in
Amendment No 2 for rapid and vigorous action in
this field, a tax on fats and oils other than olive oil
and a renegotiation of international commitments to
restore an adequate level of protection. Another vital
demand from our committee is for the rapid abolition
of monetary compensatory amounts. They are a
wasteful burden on the budget. They also favour the
expansion of factory-farms, because they steer the flow
of cereal substitutes towards the hard-currency coun-
tries.
Mr President, there is a natural increase in agricultural
productivity, especially in the dairy sector. It is right
that there should be, as farmers strive to improve their
standard of living. Surely we do not want to
discourage that process. Yet that is what across-the-
board measures, in fact, do. \7hat we need instead is
something that will ensure that small farmers can stay
on the land and at the same time put a brake on the
rise in output by the biggest farms. In the same
Amendment No 2 the Committee on Agriculture
calls on the Commission to look seriously again into
what one could call simply a multi-tier-price system.
It may well be 
- 
and I am personally convinced of
this 
- 
that part oI the solution to our surplus
problem is along those lines. The Committee on Agri-
culture hopes for your support for that amendment.
There is one part of the budget, Mr President, where
the Committee on Agriculture takes the same attitude
as other committees of this House in that we want
more money in order to preserve and create jobs. That
is in agricultural structures. If farmers are forced to
leave the land, it will worsen the unemployment
problems in the cities and towns. If they are enabled,
on the other hand, to stay and to improve their farms,
it means more jobs in the farming and peripheral
areas. That was always the point of the Guidance
Section of the Agricultural Fund. Yet Guidance has
shrunk over the years to a miserly percentage of the
total farm spending, and what have we seen this year
in the 1984 budget? It is the only sector directly
related to economic activity and job-creation where
there is actually a cut proposed. That is why the
Committee on Agriculture has tabled a series of
amendments seeking modest increases in spending on
farm structures.
Finally, Mr President, I would draw your attention to
two other sectors. The first is fisheries, where the
common policy finally adopted last January after
years of delay will not mean much unless adequate
staff can be recruited and adequate funds made avail-
able. The second is forestry. It is a depressing fact, Mr
President, that while an active forestry policy could
help reduce the Community's trade deficit, create
employmenl contribute to energy supply and provide
extra income for small farmers, not a penny is set
aside in the 1984 budget to bring about such a policy.
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In conclusion, Mr President, let me summarize this
way the message from the Committee on Agriculture.
There are measures that could be taken now which
would reduce the burden on the budget and do so
without penalizing the farmers we need to support
and to keep on the land. These are : (1) a tax on fats
and oils and an adequate level of protection against
imports of cereals and cereal substitutes ; (2) the rapid
abolition of monetary compensation amounts ; and (3)
a serious examination of a multi-tier system of price
guarantees. These would point the way to a lairet
CAP, the money going to those who really need it. It
is in that spirit that I appeal to the House to support
the amendments tabled by the Committee on Agricul-
ture.
Mr Herman (PPE), deputl draftsman of an opinion
for the Committee on Economic and -fuIonetary
Affairs. 
- 
(FR) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen,
the various Member States' national budgets are
running at a substantial collective deficit, and this
represents a serious if not insurmountable obstacle to
economic recovery. Not only are our Governments
having massive recourse to the financial markets,
thereby pushing up interest rates (which we should
like to see brought down to boost investment and
expansion), but the average fiscal 'take', if social secu-
rity contributions are included, is about 50 0/o of gross
national product in the Community. Comparing this
figure with 33% in the United States and 34 o/o in
Japan, we see that we are at a structural disadvantage
ois-d-uis those two economies, and for a long time to
come. Other things being equal, this 'take' can be
regarded as a kind of overhead to be borne by our
economy which can prosper only of it is able to hold
its own on a fiercely competitive world market. It
would appear that our States and our Governments are
experiencing the greatest difficulry in making up this
leeway and that, insofar as they are succeeding in polit-
ical terms, they are creating deflationary conditions
which in turn militate against the policy of promoting
expansion and securing jobs that they would wish to
PUrSUe.
It would certainly seem that the most rational solu-
tion, the one which would be least costly to the
taxpayer, would be to integrate this public spending
under a coordinated European policy, since it would
then be more efficient and less of a burden. It cannot
be denied that there is enormous waste, duplication
and certainly poor value for money in public
spending at national level. It is natural, therefore, that
consideration of the Community budget should
prompt us to look for this spending to be transferred
to the European level, since this would make for more
efficient use of resources than at national level. This,
then, is my first general observation, an expression of
regret that the budget which we are about to approve
falls far short of reflecting concern for such improve-
ments and at best makes mininral progress along
these lines. Hence the need for the Heads of State of
Government, when they meet in Athens, to agree
among themselves that it is in their common interest
to allocate more of their available resources to Euro-
pean policies, which are more cost-effective and place
less of a burden on their own budgets.
That said, I should like to say a few words in support
of the priorities recommended by our committee.
First of all, we are anxious that the policy that is being
carried out to restructure the steel industry, especially
the social aspect of this policy, should be backed by
the necessary financial resources. It is for this reason
that the con-mittee has restored the funding cut by
the Counci! to its original level.
Ve attribute top priority, however, to the Esprit
programme. This programme provides us with a frame-
work for a serious effort to give fresh impetus to the
development of new technology in the information
field, where we have fallen a long way behind. The
committee is therefore insistent that this article of the
budget in particular deserves to be upheld.
Finally, we have reinstated a number of minor amend-
ments 
- 
the amounts of the budgets that our
committee deals with are of course very very small 
-
concerned with small and medium-sized businesses. It
is our hope that these businesses, which create most
jobs, which have the greatest flexibility and adapta-
bility in the current economic conditions, should be
those to which we devote our main concern and that
they should therefore be given priority in the budget.
Mr Adam (S), draftsman of tbe opinion of tbe
Committee on Energy, Research and Technolog, 
- 
|
want to begin by thanking Mrs Scrivener for the work
she has done as rapporteur this year. The regular meet-
ings that she has held with the committee draftsmen
for exchanges of information and views have certainly
given our budgetary activities direction and impetus.
Mr President, it is clear that the Council paid no atten-
tion to the case which had been made for particular
budget lines. Indiscriminate panic cuts were the order
of the day, as Commissioner Tugendhat has already
indicated. The Committee on Energy, Research and
Technology cannot accept this sort of budget. Commu-
nity policies are not a dispensable luxury, to be ietti-
soned when times get hard ; they are a solution to the
problem of hard times. If the Community had had a
genuine energy policy, the recent recession would not
have bitten so hard, and we should have been in a
better competitive position. That is why the budgetary
repayment to th.e United Kingdom cannot take the
form of an unconditional transfer of cash. Certainly,
the financial obligation must be honoured, but the
compensation must not be effected in a way that
makes a mockery of Community principles, as
happened with the supplementary budget No I for
I 983.
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The course now recommended by the Committee on
Budgets is to divide the sum of 456 m ECU in Article
707 among four other lines. These all concern coal.
Three of the items, 7023, 7024 and 7025, reflect the
importqnt new solid-fuels policy. Since the United
Kingdom and Germany are by far the biggest coal-pro-
ducers in the Community, the funds in question can
be disbursed in a way that meets the intention of the
Stuttgart agreement. The fourth of the coal items
concerns the modernization of coal-fired power-sta-
tions. This is intended to help solve the worsening
problem of acid rain and, by improving efficiency, to
help secure this important coal market in the future.
In my committee, this strategy towards Article 707
was not supported by a majoriry of the members. The
preferred approach was to insert new 'remarks'
designed to Suarantee the specifically Community
character of the measures to be financed. However, I
must admit that the proposals of the Committee on
Budgets do meet some of our obiectives.
I turn now to Chapter 73, on research. Here we must
bear in mind three new developments of exceptional
importance: the framework programme, Esprit and
the new four-year programme for the Joint Research
Centre which widen the scope of Community
research policy. All of these begin to take effect in
1984. The framework programme, which Parliament
has approved, represents the overall structure.
I7e have at last got full recognition of the need for all
Community research actiop to be integrated into a
coherent set of aims and priorities. !7e have also got
recognition that Community activity goes much wider
than the development of nuclear technology and takes
in important areas of non-nuclear research. For this
reason especially I hope that Parliament will support
the amendments which aim to restore the Commis-
sion's plans for new indirect-action research pro-
Srammes.
As far as Esprit is concerned, there is a wide
consensus on the importance of this programme for
the Community's ability to compete in the new
markets in information technology. My committee
and the Committee on Budgets both believe that the
whole of the Commission's original request, in terms
of money and staff, should be accorded, and I call on
the Parliament to back up the approval which it gave
only two weeks ago to the Veronesi report by ensuring
that Esprit gets these budgetary resources.
Two weeks ago, Parliament also adopted the Linkohr
report on the Joint Research Programme. In doing so,
it approved the staffing level proposed by the Commis-
sion, which implies 38 new posts. The Committee on
Budgets has not supported this. The Committee on
Energy, Research and Technology wants a ditermined
effort to renew and rejuvenate the staff of the Joint
Research Centre both by bringing in new blood and
by allowing older members to retire early. The early
retirement scheme is blocked by Council at the
present time, but we cannot afford to wait for the
Council to make up its mind before bringing in new
blood. If the programme is to be executed success-
fully, experts are needed in fields not covered by
present staff. \tr7ithout the new experts, we cannot
have the new proiects. By refusing recruitment, we
place all our ambitions for the successful renewal of
the Joint Research Centre at risk and thereby
undermine the entire research strategy. I therefore
particularly urge support for the committee's request
for these new posts.
Mr Patterson (ED), draftsman of the opinion of tbe
Committee on Social Affairs and Employment. 
- 
Mt
President, in my remarks on behalf of the Committee
on Social Affairs and Employment, I begin with the
Social Fund, which takes up far and away the largest
sum of money for which my committee is respon-
sible. !7e have had two preoccupations this year
which I might describe under the headings of form
and content. On the matter of form, the problem has
been that right up until the last moment, we have not
been certain what the basic Social Fund regulation
was to be.
In the past, the Social Fund has been divided up into
a very complicated system of separate lines for
different types of target groups. This has had the
disadvantage from the point of view of the Commis-
sion of making it extremely difficult for the Commis-
sion to administer properly. However, it has had the
advantage frop Parliament's point of view that we
have been able to lay down and indicate our priorities
as between different groups. For example, we have
been able to indicate the prioriry we wish to give to
the disabled and handicapped.
The new regulation, which has now come into effect,
is very much simpler. It merely states that up to 75o/o
of the Social Fund should be directed to young people
under the age of.25, that up to 50/o should be reserved
for specific pilot projects and that 40o/o of. the total
after the pilot projects should be directed towards the
absolute priority regions. Parliament accepted this
great simplification, but we also noted that it took
away our ability to determine these priorities, and
therefore, following the passage of the Barbagli resolu-
tion on the Social Fund, we instituted conciliation
proceedings with the Council with a view to restoring
our ability to influence the details of the Fund. \0flhat
we were seeking was an assurance from the Council
that Parliament would be consulted on the guidelines.
I have to say that the conciliation procedure, from our
point of view, has now proved a complete success.
Parliament looks forward to being consulted on the
guidelines for the 1984 Social Fund and, therefore, it
is possible for Parliament now to accept the form of
the new Social Fund as laid down in the new regula-
tion.
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I now come to the content. Last year there were
considerable increases in the Social Fund. This was
not surprising inasmuch as it is one of the main instru-
ments which the Community has to fight unemploy-
ment.
Mr President, could I pause for a moment. There is an
extremely loud conversation going on behind me.
As I was saying, last year the Social Fund was
increased, not sulprisingly since it was one of the
main instruments we have to fight unemployment.
This year unemployment has not ceased to be a
problem. Indeed, unemployment has increased again'
Therefore, it would bb logical, would it not, that this
Parliament should vote for equal or commensurate
increases in the Social Fund. I7e have already voted
earlier on this year that the Social Fund should
become l0% of the total budget as opposed to some-
thing like 60/o now, and that target remains something
whiih, having voted for it in principle, we should now
vote for in practice.
It remains the case that the Social Fund is oversub-
scribed by something like 80% : 80% of the demands
cannot be met when the applications come in. It is for
that reason that our committee entirely supPorts the
Commission's belief that further substantial increases
should be made in the Fund this year although, regret-
tably, in view of the financial situation, only to the
extent of 45o/o ol the doubling of the Fund which we
should like.
I will now mention briefly the amendment which is
down in the name of Mrs Scrivener, because there are
some technical matters. Ifle are aware of the fact that,
at least on payment appropriations, we are unlikely to
get the entire increase of 300 million ECU which we
should like. Mrs Scrivener herself Points out that
because of possible carryovers from this current year,
there is likely to be, in any case, an increase of up to
600/o in the payment appropriations if those carry-
overs take place. But she also points out that in her
amendment an increase of only 12o/o in commitment
appropriations is asked for. I would like to ask
Commissioner Tugendhat, if he is listening, whether
he thinks it will be possible, with an increase of only
l2o/o in commitment appropriations, actually to spend
not only the payment appropriations but the carry-
overs in the next year. My indications from other
Commission officials is that it will be necessary to
increase the commitment appropriations above the
l2o/o if we are to be certain of spending the payments
next year. I hope Mrs Scrivener can correct that matter
when she comes to it.
I now turn briefly from the Social Fund to the other
lines for which we are responsible and mention just
two. The first concerns Amendment No 252 to ltem
5441 in the budget, 'Measures for the social integra-
tion of the handicapped'. Here we wish to restore
completely the appropriation asked for by the
Commission, for the reason that this money will be
spent on a series of imaginative proiects which will
help to produce data 
- 
the so-called Handinet
scheme, among others 
- 
for the exchange of informa-
tion on projects to help the handicapped. If any of
this money is cut, that project will not go ahead. The
whole project would be aborted. So I ask Parliament,
contrary to what it sometimes does, not to cut off little
bits pari passu, if it comes to saving money, but to
vote for the whole sum of money on the handicap
project.
Finally, a word about the amendment on the poverty
programme, because the impression was given when
we voted in the Committee on Budgets that the
second poverty programme planned by the Commis-
sion is merely to be another series of research proiects.
This is not the case. The second poverty programme,
a decision on which should be taken next year, will
not be more pilot studies. It will be action, for
example, on the independence of poor elderly people,
support measures for single-parent families, aid to
second-generation migrants, and the improvement of
local social services. It is for that reason that I hope
that those in the Committee on Budgets who voted
against the second poverty Programme because they
may have been misled that it was iust another series of
pilot projects will be reassured that this is something
which Parliament has a great interest in promoting. It
will be real action, and I hope that that Proiect too
will receive unanimous support from this Parliament.
Mr Chanterie (PPE), draftsman of tbe opinion of
tbe Committee on Regional Policy and Regional
Planning. (NL) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, until 1973 growth was constant, though
uneven, in the European Community : uneven
because, despite tremendous economic expansion, the
weaker areas of the European Community were
unable to catch up with the stronger ones. Nor has
the European regional policy, which has been in oper-
ation since 197 5, been able to bridge the gap. On the
contrary, the situation is now even worse, as the recent
social and economic statistics show.
'We must remember, however, that there will be no
real progress towards economic integration without a
strong regional and stru'ctural policy. The Committee
on Regional Policy considered the draft 1984 budget
in terms of this goal and on the basis of the guidelines
adopted by Parliament on a proposal from the general
rapporteur, Mrs Scrivener.
I must begin by pointing out that the whole debate
on the 1984 budget is characterized by the following
two elements: (l) the exhaustion of the Community's
own resources and, consequently, a trend in expendi-
ture that is uncontrolled rather than controlled; (2)
uncertainty about the future financing of major Euro-
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pean policies if the European Council fails at its
meeting in Athens to do what it set itself to do in
Stuttgart. rUflhere the regional policy is concerned,
there is a further uncertainty, in that the regulation
governing the Regional Fund has yet to be revised.
I7ithout this decision, which is now likely to be taken
as part of the reform of the Community's structural
funds, the Council lays itself open to the accusation of
using public financial resources irresponsibly. It is
therefore absolutely essential for Parliament to be
informed during the debate by the Council and/or the
Commission, Mr Tugendhat, of the stage reached in
the deliberations on this aspect. The regional policy's
share of the total budget increased fuom 3.2o/o to 9 o/o
between 1975 and 1981. In 1982 and 1983, its share
remained constant, but the draft 1984 budget provides
for a significant reduction.
\$7ith inflation estimated at7 o/o, the Council's propo-
sals would result in the Regional Fund being reduced
in real terms by 7.5o/o appropriations and by 3.8% in
payment appropriations. In other words, the Council
is in the process of restructuring the 1984 budget in a
way that is diametrically opposed to what Parliament
wants. Policies that can create jobs will be not
expanded but curtailed. The political aim the Council
set itself of using the ERDF to 'correct the most
serious regional disparities in the Community' is pie
in the sky. If the Community continues to follow this
line and fails to implement an active regional policy,
it will eventually come to a political standstill.
Hence the initial decision by the Commitree on
Regional Policy and Regional Planning to reinstate
the appropriations entered in the Commission's preli-
minary draft. Subsequently, we had to agree to a
number of cuts in payment appropriations or we
should have exceeded the limits on our own resources.
In this connection, I should like to congratulate the
general rapporteur, Mrs Scrivener, on the way in
which she has so far performed her difficult task.
!7e also made a clear choice for the concentration of
appropriations in the quora section of the Fund on
the Community's weaker regions, in compliance with
the Commission's proposals, $hich have since been
approved by Parliament. This geographical concentra-
tion of resources, which will ensure that they are used
far more effectively, is possible because the relevant
provision of the Fund regulation is no longer in force.
Parliament expects the Commission to have the polit-
ical courage to implement its own proposals in the
absence of new decisions.
The Committee on Regional Policy and Regional
Planning also notes that the 70 o/o ceiling on invest-
ment subsidies in the infrastructure sector has been
exceeded in the last three years. In view of the priority
Parliament gives to investment in economically viable
undertakings in the industrial, craft and sewice
sectors, we appeal to those in positions of responsi-
bility at national and regional level to submit more
projects involving this kind of investment. This appeal
is specifically aimed at small and medium-sized firms,
whose investment costs per iob are lower than those
of large undertakings. In the longer term, this may
lead to the creation of twice as many jobs a year with
the same resources.
\U7e also call for a 7m ECU increase in aid to the Medi-
terranean countries so that the programme the
Commission has established for these countries can
be implemented along the lines Parliament itself has
indicated in the past.
To conclude, Mr President, the draft 1984 budget in
its present form leaves Parliament with few options.
This is only acceptable as a transitional arrangement.
The European Council should take careful note of
this. Savings in the agricultural sector, an increase in
our own resources and more efficient structural funds
must make it possible for Parliament to achieve its
two objectives of increasing the resources available for
crucial sectors of European policy, such as the social
and regional policies, and making new resources avail-
able for new policies in the areas of energy, scientific
research and investment in the new technologies.
Only if these prospects exist, can Parliament approve
the 1984 budget.
Mr Albers (Sl, drafxman of tbe opinion of the
Committee on Transport. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, the
Committee on Transport has reason to feel sorire satis-
faction and even, for the first time, muted joy, because
the budget at last offers some scope for the hopes we
have had for so many years. !fle no longer need to
express the transport policy's share of the budget in
figures consisting almost entirely of noughts, before
and after the decimal poinl as has so long been the
case.
!7e see that in Chapter 100 the Council has set aside
50m ECU in commitment appropriations and 3lm
ECU in payment appropriations for activities or
proiects in the area of transport infrastructure. !7e are
not satisfied with the allocation of these resources to
Chapter 100. !7e of the Committee on Transport
want the basis to be the Commission's experimental
transport infrastructure programme, on which Mr
Martin has drawn up a report that has been approved
by this Parliament. !(/e consider this particularly
important because it will make it possible for bottle-
necks in the European Community to be eliminated,
bottlenecks in major rail-links permitting transport,
and especially combined transport operations, over
long distances, and bottlenecks at frontiers, and also
because it will enable improvements to be made in
peripheral areas and in the interlinking of different
means of transport within the European Community.
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Mr President, we very much appreciate the fact that
the rapporteur, Mrs Scrivener, has also seen fit to
endorse these infrastructural activities, as is apparent
from paragraph 18 of the motion for a resolution,
which specifically concerns such activities. rUfle feel
that the money set aside for this purpose must be
entered under Article 781 of the budget and that the
amounts must be 105m, in commitment appropria-
tions and 32m in payment appropriations, because
that will tie in with the programme the Commission
has established, which must be a five-year programme
so that ad boc decisions no longer need to be taken.
!7e also believe a distinction must be made, that we
should not be talking only about activities to be under-
taken within the European Community, but that
scope should also be provided for the negotiations
that have been going on for years with such third
countries as Austria. \7e therefore call for the inclu-
sion in the budget of a new article, Article 784,
entitled 'Infrastructural activities outside the Commu-
nity', to 
. 
enable the years of negotiations to be
concluded with a financial agreement, a financial
agreement with Austria.
In addition, we still consider it essential for sufficient
money to be set aside in the budget for the observa-
tion of the goods transport market that is so necessary.
We know there are problems, difficulties with the
control of capacities, and we should therefore very
much like to see the money the Commission has
requested entered under Article 786, which concerns
the operation of the transport markets, the financing
of specific activities.
If this is done, progress can be made towards the esta-
blishment of a common transport policy. The need
for this is all the Sreater now that Parliament has
decided to initiate proceedings in the Court of Justice
against the Council of Ministers to force it to adopt a
common transport policy without further delay.
Although the budget in its present form will not
permit this to be done, we are prompted to say that, if
we carry on like this, if we continue to plan along
these lines, some aspects of this common transport
policy may come into being, and we shall be able to
reap the benefits for the European Community in the
future, because these are productive investments that
are extremely important for the creation of jobs and
above all for the future development of the transport
of goods and people in the European Community.
Mrs Squarcialupi (COM), draftsman of tbe opinion
of tbe Comnrittee on tbe Enuironment, Public Healtb
and Consunter Protection. 
- 
(17) Mr President, the
reaction of the Committee on Budgets to the amend-
ments proposed by the Committee on the Environ-
ment, Public Health and Consumer Protection shows
that these policies are now an integral part of the
standards, aspirations and outlook of the peoples of
Europe and of their representatives. The Council
should therefore take account of these aspirations.
'We were concerned in our committee with defending
three sectors, which we considered as of equal impor-
tance. The Council had cut by almost one-half the
appropriations for 1983 and had reduced the commit-
ments by nearly one-third. This was tantamount to
killing them 
- 
they would barely survive, hardly keep
afloat. The peoples of our countries would certainly
not understand this backtracking on the new policies.
This is why in this first reading the figures of the
Commission's preliminary draft have been restored.
As it is, they were barely sufficient to do anything
useful.
Environmental policy is now ten years old. It would
have been a tragedy to interrupt the process of raising
public awareness and initiating action on matters of
inestimable importance, such as natural resources 
-which are, incidentally, non-renewable.
On these matters, particularly on the maior environ-
mental subiects, Parliament's position has been almost
unanimously consistent. I need only refer to the
improvements that were made to the directive on envi-
ronmental impact or to the substantial improvements
made to the directive on the transportation of
dangerous wastes 
- 
a subiect that was debated in the
highly-charged atmosphere following the journey
across Europe of 4l drums of dioxin, which raised a
public outcry.
Much, certainly, remains to be done and many more
initiatives need to be taken before we can speak of an
environmental policy. $7e need, first of all, to imple-
ment the third environmental action programme; u/e
need to complete the second action programme for
the protection of consumers and the first action
programme on health and safety at work ; the second
is now in preparation.
As I said, our amendments have been accepted,
because 
- 
though unwillingly 
- 
we conformed to
the constraints imposed on us. But we soon realized
that, despite the incredible limitations put on our
budgets, we could not abandon the most important
and urgent environmental issues. We were concerned
about wastes 
- 
their production, transport, recycling
and disposal 
- 
and have introduced three new bud-
get lines. Each year the European Community
produces two thousand million tonnes of urban, agri-
cultural and industrial waste. The annual increase is
three per cent. Ninety per cent of this waste is not
recycled, and we lose enormous quantities of materials
that could be recovered. There are 350 thousand enter-
prises, employing nearly t'wo million persons, active in
this sector.
But the latest'study by the Commission indicates that,
if progress can be made on this policy, within ten to
fifteen years at least I 200 000 more iobs could be
created. However, the Commission does not have even
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a token administrative unit to deal with these
problems. Yet now that a committee of inquiry has
been set up in Parliament to consider the directive on
harmful wastes, an additional effort will be required
from the Commission to provide services and informa-
tion which we have not been able to have until now.
Sfle, are therefore asking Parliament to approve the
three new budget lines, amounting together to 300
thousand units of account for a start, for launching the
fight against pollution by wastes and the recycling of
the latter to recover raw materials, as well as for the
implementation of the directives on wastes 
- 
on all
those wastes that we are so anxious about, but about
which we cannot do much on the ground unless we
have a proper administrative backing.
For the rest, the amendments proposed by our
committee, which have been adopted, aim to restore
all the credit lines appearing in the preliminary draft
budget in respect of the environment, public health
and consumer protection 
- 
and they were really the
absolute minimum.
To conclude, then, we have asked in our amendments
for the very minimum necessary for the pursuance of
the policies we have already introduced; these are the
most popular policies, because they concern most
closely the public at large. But much still remains to
be done as regards, first of all, the development and
adoption of 'clean', non-polluting technologies ;
ensuring observance of the 'polluter pays' piinciple;
creating new jobs in environmental protection, just
the sort of jobs that young people particularly desire.
\7e also appeal for a stop to pollution: at least its
reduction, but, if possible, its total elimination. This
will require a huge effort in terms of research, which
cannot be undertaken unless adequate appropriations
are available. Time presses : in some areas, as in the
effort to stop acid rain, which is destroying some of
Europe's most beautiful forests, we are literally racing
against the clock.
Mr Papapietro (COM), draftsman of the opinion of
tbe Committee on Youth, Culture, Education, Infor-
motion and Sport. 
- 
(IT) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the Committee on Youth is satisfied,
though only partially, with the Budget Committee's
reaction to its amendments and its priorities. I say
'only partially', because the Youth Committee's
budget is the smallest among this Parliament's
committees. In the past, it has always been the least
important committee, its work marginal, not to say
extraneous, to the concerns of the European
Economic Community. Now, in an elected Parliament
with ambitions of becoming the institutional forum of
political decision-making, in a Parliament which has
adopted the recommendations of the Spinelli com-
mittee calling not only for increased parliamentary
powers but for wider structural and political scope for
the Community in a European context that is no
longer merely commercial or economic, the
Committee on Youth, Culture, Education, Informa-
tion and Sport is increasingly becoming its integral
part and meeting essential needs.
This is why our committee has proposed that the
budget for cultural purposes should be increased from
0.0475 to I per cent of the Community budget.
Someone has said that this was wishful thinking and
that there was no point in putting forward an idea that
had no chance of realization in present conditions.
But figures also have their symbolic power, and for us
this one per cent was symbolic of the new importance
of cultural policy in this Parliament. It is for us not
only a symbol, but also a tatget to be achieved.
Our committee has submitted a set of priorities which
we consider important; I shall not list them all, but
shall only refer to some of those which have been
adopted. As regards youth: support for the Youth
Forum and youth-exchange programmes, for voca-
tional training, for the preparation of young people
for the world of work in these crisis times, but above
all for the application of new technologies in the voca-
tional training of young people 
- 
in line with Parlia-
ment's increasing concern with new technologies. In
education, I shall only mention the problem of the
European Schools, where the Committee on Budgets
has inexplicably inverted our committee's order of
priorities, leaving untouched the line for ordinary
expenditure, which we should even have been
prepared to give up, while cutting down the expendi-
ture for the establishment of three new European
Schools. The result is increased overall expenditure for
the European Schools, but expenditure that is badly
distributed, in our opinion. In the culturel sector, our
priorities have been accepted in respect of the preser-
vation of the architectural heritage, and hence of the
restoration of the Acropolis, of the European Music
Year, of intensifying general Community action in the
cultural area, of protection and enhancement of
minority languages. From this summary we obtain a
picture of great richness which in itself represents this
Parliament's cultural heritage. Through Parliament's
efforts it will contribute to the cultural heritage of
Europe.
To sum up, we feel that despite the rejection of some
of our proposals 
- 
I am thinking in particular of
those relating to Parliament's own information 
- 
the
work of the Committee on Youth, Culture, Education,
Information and Sport has met with a much better
reception this year than last, and particularly
compared with 1981, when our budget proposals were
simply massacred. For this we owe acknowledgment
to Mrs Scrivener, whom we thank, and to our
colleagues in the Committee on Budgets. IUTe can
only hope that we can have as much success with the
Council, which, by its absence from the House while
the spokesman for youth took the floor, seems to be
manifesting a less progressive attitude to these
matters.
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of thc Conntittec on Deaeloltment and Cooperation.
- 
Mr President, I find speaking in this Parliament
exciting in rather the same way as I find speaking on
a radio station in the middle of England. One
produces what one hopes are interesting and imagina-
tive ideas, and one has not the slightest idea who is
listening to them. One hopes that they will have some
effect in persuading people. On this occasion I have
no idea whether Mr Pisani can hear me or whether Mr
Tugendhat can hear me. I am very grateful for the
presence of Mr Andriessen : it is evident that he can
hear me.
I would first of all like to say to the Commission that
I have taken careful note of Mr Pisani's remarks about
the difficulty of accounting for food aid and also of
the amendments proposed by Mr lrmer. If Mr lrmer,
on behalf of the Committee on Budgetary Control, is
prepared to withdraw those amendments 
- 
he is not
here either, but perhaps he can hear me in the
distance 
- 
his action will meet with the gratitude and
approval of Mrs Scrivener and myself.
The second point mentioned by Mr Pisani is the ques-
tion of financing the protocols with Algeria, Morocco,
Tunisia, Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon and Syria. I would
like under Rule 74 of the Rules of Procedure to
present a consolidated amendment in place of my
existing Amendments Nos 301, 302, 303, 304 and
305, of which I think you already have a copy. The
effect of my consolidated modification will be to turn
a number of amendments which propose increased
expenditure into a single amendment which will not
increase expenditure but which will provide for token
entry lines under commitments for all the seven finan-
cial protocols that I that mentioned. These are all very
important for the Community's relations with these
seven countries. If I were not so polite, I would ask
the Council what the hell they thought they were
doing by making the amendment to the preliminary
draft budget which they have done. It seems to me to
be irresponsible and unrealistic, and at no point have
the Council succeeded in explaining satisfactorily to
the Committee on Budgets what they had in mind.
Those are my preliminary remarks.
I should now like to go on to the main body of my
commentary on Title 9, and in so doing to say how
satisfactory it has been for our committee to work
with the Committee on Budgets in general and with
the rapporteur in particular. Some of us remember
Mrs Scrivener as an outstanding Minister in the last
French Government. It has been a pleasure again to
witness her facility of analysis and her oratorical
fluency both in the Committee on Budgets and in
this House today.
I7hat have we in the Committee on Development
and Cooperation had to face since the Budget Council
in July ? rUTe have had to face a total reduction of 313
million units of account in payments. Because of our
sense of budgetary rigour, we shall be seeking in the
course of the amendments on which we vote to
restore 128 million units of account, to be divided
roughly equally between food aid, on which we have
suggested a rather modest total addition of iust over
40 million units of account, and 42 million units of
account of restoration in line 958 to finance the
campaign to combat hunger in the world 
- 
a matter
on which Parliament has expressed very strong opin-
ions in the past and on which the Development
Committee still feels very strongly. The other third of
the additions applies to what are relatively minor
matters in terms of finance but crucial lines in terms
of the administration of DG VIII of the Commission,
particularly line 942, concerning the Advisory
Committee, in which the Development Committee
will be taking a close interest during the coming year,
for we shall want to see how this committee is getting
on; line 944, which deals with evaluation of develop-
ment aid ; line 949, the negotiation of the Lom6
Convention ; and line 982, the finance for Commis-
sion delegations in the ACP and OCT countries.
These relatively small lines are extremely important to
the good functioning of the Community 
- 
the
Commission in particular 
- 
in the organization and
supervision of our aid policy. I must say that we in the
Development Committee thought it was an act of
gross irresponsibility on the part of the Council either
savagely to reduce those lines or to remove them alto-
gether in the Budget Council meeting in July.
In general, I would say to the Commission that we
shall be satisfied in the Development Committee if
we succeed by the end of this week in restoring these
128 million units of account as proposed in my
amendments, each one of which has the support of
the general rapporteur. \(e shall be looking for cost-
effectiveness during the coming year. I7e shall be
looking very carefully at the way in which the
Commission makes use of the lines which we shall
have voted for.
To the Council, I would say that as a committee we
are extremely worried, because we deduce from the
Council's reduction of Title 9 a tendency to underrate
the value of multilateral aid on the part of the
Community, a tendency to revert to bilateral aid,
which we as a committee are quite sure is less effec-
tive economically and politically than multilateral aid.
Secondly, we are concerned because in this period of
negotiation of the successor convention to the Lom6
Convention, which is to be in force between 1985 and
1989, the reduction in Title 9 will give a poor impres-
sion to the Third \7orld in general and to our ACP
partners in particular, and it will certainly have to be
explained by the diplomatic representatives abroad of
the Council and Commission.
Finally, I should like to make a very serious political
point which faces all of us in this directly-elected
Parliament. Our electorate is increasingly aware that
there is, on the one hand, a gross surplus of agricul-
tural produce in the Community and, on the other
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hand, an increasing problem of poverty, hunger,
famine in ever-increasing areas of the Third !7orld 
-particularly the Sahel, rVest Africa, the Horn of Africa
and Asia. It is not enough for us to say in a bureau-
cratic way that these problems are unconnected. In
the minds of the public, in the minds of those who
observe the workings of the European Community
from outside, the problem of a food surplus inside the
Community is certainly to be related to the problem
of hunger and famine outside it, and unless we
acknowledge the danger of death from starvation
facing thousands of people in the southern hemis-
phere we risk the moral death of many of us in the
northern hemisphere.
President. 
- 
Mr de Courcy Ling, with regard to your
extensive preliminary remarks, which I was generous
enough not to count as part of your speaking-time, I
can, perhaps, reassure you by saying that the Chair's
chances of presiding in an almost empty Chamber are
no better than those of a speaker who takes the floor
in the same circumstances.
(Laughter)
Mr Prout (BDI, draftsman of the opinion of tbe
Legal Affairs Cornmittee. 
- 
The Legal Affairs
Committee recognizes, Mr Presidentn the importance
of strict budgetary discipline in the European Commu-
nity. At the same time, we do not believe that disci-
pline should be such as to affect adversely the ability
of the institutions to perform the tasks assigned to
them under the Treaty. Accordingly, we invite Parlia-
ment to support two amendments which we have
tabled affecting the Court of Justice's budget.
Draft Amendment No 72 invites Parliament to
increase the number of staff posts recommended by 5,
and in particular to provide for 4 additional linguistic
staff 
- 
an increase ol 4 o/o to keep pace with a 20 o/o
increase in work 
- 
a qualified person to improve the
effectiveness of the Court's computer and a temporary
building advisor instead o[ the outside consultants
presently instructed to advise on the annex to the
Court building whose construction is envisaged.
Amendment No 73 seeks to create a new Article 207
with the heading'New buildings' and to make a token
entry accordingly. This is necessary to provide for new
annexes to the Court of Justice buildings.
I hope that Parliament will support these proposals.
At a modest cost, the European Community receives a
Rolls Royce sewice from the Court of Justice, the
most sturdily cornrnunctutdire ol sur four institutions.
President. 
- 
This brings us to the end of the
committee reports and opinions. I7e can now
continue with the debate.
Mrs Hoff (S). 
- 
(DE) Mr President, permit me the
ironic remark that debating the European Commu-
nity's budget with its disproportionate spending on
agriculture has always been a special pleasure, but now
that our coffers are empty and expenditure is over-
taking revenue 
- 
if it has not already done so 
- 
it
has become a doubtful one. I found the speeches
made by the President of the Commission, Mr Thorn,
and the Commissioner for Budgets, Mr Tugendhat,
interesting and enlightening in this connection.
According to Mr Thorn, it looks as though not even
the funds allocated in the second supplementary
budget for 1983 will be sufficient to finance 1983
farm spending, and hence the 1984 budget will have
to make good the difference. That is how I understood
him, and Mr Tugendhat has warned us in the past not
to go right up to the I % ceiling on account of the
unpredictabfe agricultural costs.
How is this to be interpreted ? Are the Commission's
estimates perhaps wrong after all ? Or does it lack the
courage of its convictions ? Is the crisis perhaps
worsening faster than anticipated ? Has the I o/o
ceiling already been exceeded ? Parliament will in any
case have to base its decisions on the available esti-
mates, and I hope they will stand up to scrutiny. The
misguided CAP, with its negarive financial con-
sequences, which place an intolerable burden on the
Community's limited own resources, is to blame for
the present situation. A large share of the blame goes
to the Council and the Commission for having failed
to avert a financial crisis by presenting rational,
balanced proposals and adopting suitable decisions.
The deliberations on the 1984 budget have shown
that our unresolved agricultural problems are increas-
ingly restricting the European Parliament's scope of
action. !fle had assumed we were approximately 550
million ECU below the I % ceiling. As Mr Dankert
pointed out at the voting on the second supplemen-
tary budget for 1983, Parliament must not exceed this
figure. The Committee'on Budgets received expendi-
ture requests totalling well over a thousand million
German marks, yet we were compelled to remain
below the 550 million ECU mark. At least last year we
had 700 million ECU in hand. The sum of 550
million ECU represents less thai 2 0/o of the total
budget. It is not enough to pay for the policies which
the Commission and Parliament and some previous
speakers have described as being vital to the Commu-
nity's developmen! namel|, reducing unemployment
in Europe, overcoming the economic crisis, providing
food aid for thp Third \U7orld, implementing ioint
industrial and research policies and a sensible struc-
tural policy, and including Spain and Portugal in the
Community. Policies of this kind cannot be financed
with peanuts. A comparison with budgetary delibera-
tions in previous years shows that Parliament's scope
is going to become more and more limited unless
some reforms are forthcoming. The Council must
work out a clear plan, otherwise the Community's
whole future development is at risk, including the
1984 budget.
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On behalf of my political group, I therefore expressly
welcome the agreement we achieved in the
Committee on Budgets.'S7e are proposing that Parlia-
ment freeze 2000 million ECU. This would involve
cutting or freezing 5 % of all agricultural spending
across the board, funds for energy programmes, and
the rebates for the UK and the Federal Republic of
Germany. !fle call on Parliament to make the release
of these funds contingent on the Council's reaching
positive decisions in Athens. I would like to state
explicitly and extremely clearly that the purpose of
this freeze is not to discriminate against any Member
State ; Parliament is merely attempting to make full
use of the funds at its disposal and to force the
Council to emerge from its stalemate.
It is not iust the revenue side that needs reforming,
the expenditure side does as well. If the recommenda-
tion of the Committee on Budgets is adopted, i.e., if
this House votes to freeze approximately 2000 million
ECU, this will give Parliament a chance of influ-
encing not only the future financial system but also of
helping to create a more balanced budgetary policy. If
Parliament does not vote in favour of this freeze, I do
not see how we can develop a meaningful budgetary
policy for the future. I consequently hope that the
amendments of the Committee on Budgets relating to
this freeze will be supported by a large majority,
unlike the second supplernentary budget for 1983.
I only want to comment briefly on our deliberations
on individual political sectors, since other members of
my political group will be speaking on this in the
course of the debate. I would merely like to empha-
size that we Socialists still regard our main aims as
reducing unemployment, especially among young
people, and combating hunger in the world. 'S7e are
therefore pleased that the Committee on Budgets has
allocated around 150 m ECU for social policies and
around 128 m ECU for aid to developing countries.
!(e all realize that the funds set aside for social poli-
cies are inadequate in view of the economic crisis, and
that is why I am appealing to the Commission again
most strongly to spend the appropriation of 64.5 m
ECU in the second 1983 supplementary budget on
employment policies. If that cannot be done in the
current fiscal year because the Council has failed to
make the necessary decisions, these funds must be
tied and transferred to Chapter 34 of the 1984 budget
for this purpose.
I would also like to mention a proposal tabled by my
political group to freeze appropriations for the Third
Financial Protocol for Turkey and special aid to
Turkey totalling l0 m ECU. Parliament has already
frozen the Fourth Financial Protocol and made the
restoration of economic aid dependent on the
re-establishment of democracy in Turkey. This has
not so far happened, and will not happen, despite the
free elections next month. There is no reason
whatsoever to treat the Third Financial Protocol and
special aid any differently from the Fourth Financial
Protocol, and I cannot help wondering what has
caused my Christian-Democrat colleagues in parti-
cular to change their minds on this.
Finally, I should like to thank the rapporteur of the
Committee on Budgets sincerely for her work and
repeat that even for her it was no easy task getting the
Committee on Budgets to agree on freezing the 2 000
million ECU. I think we owe her our especial appreci-
ation.
Mr Adonnino (EPP). 
- 
AD Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, the 1984 budget which has been laid
before this House presents, like its predecessors in
years past, specific features that, in a kind of ct'escend.o,
speak of the Community's current growing difficulties
- 
particularly evident in the economic and financial
fields.
The EPP Group, whose view I have the honour to
present, has always maintained that it is Parliament's
duty to take every possible action to overcome the
difficulties and to promote the strengthening and deve-
lopment of the Community in a modern European
dimension. I have no doubt that budgetary policy is
one of its most effective tools to this end.
Once again this year, taking as our point of departure
the difficulties and specificities I have mentioned, we
wish to set down clearly the guidelines for action
which we have helped to elaborate in the Committee
on Budgets. The first problem we must face is the
exhaustion of the Community's own resources, given
the one per cent ceiling on available VAT resources.
'!7e are in favour of adopting the utilization of all the
residual resources in the first reading, leaving to the
second reading the solution of problems relating to
Parliament's 'margin', both as regards the appropriate
calculation of its amount and its utilization.
'S?'e therefore support the Committee on Budgets in
fixing at 552 308 295 units of account, as against an
available total of 556071 670, the increases in
proposed payments compared with the Council's
draft. \tr(e note that due account has been taken of the
priorities we have established in consultation with
other groups as regards the distribution among titles.
'rtr7e are particularly pleased with the increase of 120
million units of account for regional policy, the 122
million for the Social Fund, the 85 million for energy,
the 30 million for research and the 128 million for
development cooperation. Nor must I forget the less
substantial, but no less significant, amounts for
industry and transport, for information and innova-
tion, for combating pollution and for the protection of
consumers, and for culture. It is significant that even
the draftsmen of opinions of the various committees
have expressed their approval.
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Separate mention should be made of commitment
appropriations. The problem of the exhaustion of
resources does not arise here directly, but they do
depend on forecasts of future revenues and they
should, be proportionate to the payment appropria-
tions, as Parliament has always maintained.
But the present is a particularly critical moment : we
are waging a hard battle to increase the Communiry's
own resources and to readiust its policies 
- 
only this
way can the Community progress. This means that in
its political pronouncements and in its practical deci-
sions Parliament must not, in our view, confine itself
to considering the 'natural' increases in these
resources in future financial years, but should act deci-
sively, though with deliberation, on commitment
appropriations, thus demonstrating that it is deter-
mined to get over the present impasse and show once
again the direction of progress for the Qommunity in
terms of new policies and strengthened existing poli-
cies.
So we have a commitment appropriation of 350
million units of account for regional policy; 253
million for social policy; 225 million for development
cooperation; and, most important of all, 1590 million
for research, energy, industry and transport, of which a
significant l216 million units of account for the.Euro-
pean industrial area that we want to see created and
for the improvement of the internal market. Only
these two measures can restore to European industry
and trade that competitiveness which the Council has
also called for more than once, but has never acted to
stimulate.
Let me also mention the proposed appropriations for
interest rebates to be charged to the Communiry's
budget to encourage the financing of productive
investments. In times of crisis, these prove much
more effective than the small non-repayable aids.
This time I listened with pleasure to the Vice-presi-
dent of the Commission, Mr Tugendhat, who rallied
to the view of Parliament and stressed the general
aim, which is set out in the motion for a resolution, of
using maior new 'own resources' for new policies. I
was, on the other hand, once more profoundly disap-
pointed by the stodgy contribution from the President
of the Council. He confined himself to an arid and
fruitless recital of the difficulties and the constraints,
without the slightest imaginative effort or a glimmer
of the political will to overcome these difficulties.
Mr President, without imagination and without polit-
ical will the Community will perish. It seems very
strange, therefore, that at this moment, when we find
our resources exhausted, the only reaction should be
the suspension of policies and renunciation of any
attempt at remedying the situation. Iflould the Minis-
ters, please, try to be consistent ! If you are able, from
time to time, to announce your good intentions, then
you must find the means of putting them into effect.
And you need not count on Parliament's indulgence :
we shall prod you with every means at our disposal 
-including the budgetary procedure !
After the first budgetary procedures following Parlia-
ment's election by direct universal suffrage in 1979, in
which, as well as a large area of consensus, substantial
differences arose among the parliamentary Sroups, last
year Parliament succeeded in voting most of the
sections of the budget by a considerable maiority. It
was a very favourable development.
This year, in the Committee on Budgets we made an
effort to increase the consensus, and my group has
been, and remains, very ready to Promote it. Our aim
is for all the groups to vote unanimously on the
budget. To achieve it, we must obtain agreement on
the ways and means of exerting Pressure on the
Athens Council to take further action on the plans
first sketched out in Stuttgart within the framework of
the proposals resulting from the 'mandate' of 30 May
1981. This is the celebrated 'package' embracing the
future operation of the Community, rational regula-
tion of CAP expenditure, the strengthening of existing
policies and the launching of new ones, as well as
measures to eliminate the financial imbalances
affecting some Member States.
Our whole work on the budget has been oriented to
this end. Parliament's aims can be seen once again in
the appropriations under individual budget-lines and
in the limitations placed on the utilization of other
sums entered as reserves under Chapter 100 of the
budget.
\7e support the proposal to justify these measures
unequivocally, so that we make clear not only the
specific destination of individual items, but also our
overall political purpose, which is concerned with
what happens in Athens. \7e also supPort the state-
ment in the motion for a resolution that Parliament
will take further decisions in December, after
assessing the outcome of the Athens meeting.
A point which in the past has proved particularly
contentious was that concerning special measures to
readjust the financial position of the United
Kingdom, to which were added similar measures,
though involving smaller amounts, concerning the
Federal Republic of Germany.
$7'e have always been of the opinion that the measures
proposed were not a solution to the problem 
- 
which
undoubtedly exists 
- 
because they do not resolve it
in proper Community terms. We have opposed them,
let me make clear, solely because we want a solution
consistent with the Community rationale, not because
- 
and I have stated this many times in this House
and repeat it once again today 
- 
we wish to harm or
discriminate against the countries concerned.
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To begin with, therefore, we restricted the availability
of the funds in question, putting them in reserve, and,
in the past, we have voted to change their destination
so that instead of being simple rebates, they became
Community aids and measures. First the Commission
and finally the Council agreed with us, at least in part.
Then we also said that we were looking to a definitive
and permanent solution as part of the 'package' to be
debated by the Council. I7e gave warning, moreover,
that in the meantime we would not agree to further
utilization of these funds. Now we have to wait for
agreement in the Council. Ire have therefore pro-
posed that they should be placed in reserve and we
have indicated the purposes for which they should be
used, in logical relation to corresponding measures in
other parts of the budget.
!/e must also obtain the agreement of our United
Kingdom colleagues to what we are doing. This, in
fact, is one of the main purposes of the present
debate, because we feel that only in this way can we
put full pressure on the Council. !fle are appreciative
of the attitude of the European Democratic Group.
This is why we have agreed that in Mrs Scrivener's
motion for a resolution 
- 
I should like to take this
oDportunity to thank the rapporteur sincerely for her
hard and excellent work 
- 
Parliament should link
the decision on the transfer from Chapter 100 of the
amount mentioned in proposed Modification No 541
and draft Amendment No 553 to the outcome of the
Athens meeting. If it is positive, there will be no
problems with this transfer, nor with any other deci-
sions Parliament may choose to make; if it is nega-
tive, Parliament will have to act accordingly, in full
awareness of its duties and powers. There must be no
discrimination in respect of any member country and,
in my view, non-discrimination means, among other
things, abandoning the practice of holding funds
under Chapter 100 for purposes concerning only one
Member State.
Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, all that remains
to me is to express the wish, on behalf of us all, that
the current budgetary procedure may achieve the aims
I have spoken of, for the benefit of all Europe.
IN THE CHAIR: MR MOLLER
Vice-President
Mr Balfour (ED).- Mr President, this Parliament is
quite rightly determined to retain a say in what
happens in the Community regarding the reform of
agricultural spending, the establishment of a more
equitable basis for raising the Community's own
resources and the balancing of the Community's
expenditure policies.
As a parliamentary tactic in the 1984 budgetary proce-
dure, our effort to use Chapter 100 is quite proper
whilst it is directed at the Council as a whole. The
Council has failed us. Our wish now to bring pressure
on the Council is a proper one and a timely one. So I
hope that my group will play its full part, now and in
the future, in establishing this Parliament's control
over the spending of the Community's money and in
moving the Community towards greater fiscal equity,
a better balanced budget and, lastly, greater control
over agricultural surpluses, so as to make possible,
against these essential conditions, an increase in the
Community's financial resources. !7e shall, I hope,
vote alongside our colleagues in this House to main-
tain a meaningful dialogue with the Council, both
now and after Athens. I7e shall, I hope, support the
Parliament's compromise Amendment No 553, Modi-
fication No 541 and resolution, all of which insist that
a clear conception emerge from Athens.
Naturally, our use of an amendment and modification
in this way does not in any way absolve the Council
from the commitments which it entered into in
respect of the 1983 rebates. I7e shall, for our part,
support Parliament's position, Parliament's first-
reading tactics, in the knowledge that Chapter 100
will not be used by this Parliament against the United
Kingdom or German rebates as its main weapon in
December against the Council if the Athens meeting
should be seen as unsatisfactory.
Our main weapon, the ultimate weapon of this institu-
tion, is the adoption or rejection of the budget. This is
of absolute importance to my group, and the other
coordinators have confirmed that Amendment No
563 will not be used as the main tactic for a
complaint against an unsatisfactory decision at
Athens. The main weapon is reiection, and we in this
group believe that ultimately this is our only really
effective weapon against any Council failure to act.
S7e would have preferred to issue an explicit warning
in these terms, but not all our friends in this House
are ready, quite yet, to stand up firmly to the Council
in this way. Not all our friends are ready to be so
radical or so comrnunautaire, Not all our friends are
ready yet to get tough with our budgetary partner.
Even though from time to time we hear fine words
and massive threats, the will of this House to threaten
the worst is not yet in place.
I rely on the rapporteur's commitment, and if my
group decides to follow me in the vote on Thursday,
my group will also rely on the rapporteur's commit-
ment that this Parliament does not question the prin-
ciple that the 1983 Stuttgart rebates should be paid in
the 1984 budget and, secondly, that this Parliament
does not intend to discriminate against any Member
State.
I was interested to note from the President-in-Office
that the Council considers the decision taken at Stutt-
gart to be binding at least on him. It was not intended
to be linked to the success of the Council in Athens.
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This is no doubt quite right and proper for the
Council, but the Parliament needs to retain its full
budgetary rights at this stage. Therefore, we shall, I
hope, throw our full weight as a group behind the
Parliament's effort, firstly, to restore up to the limit of
the Community's own resources the payment appro-
priations so dramatically reduced by Council at its
first reading and, secondly, to retain our full powers as
ioint budgetary authority throughout the long and
exhausting budgetary procedure.
Thus, our strategy at first reading is to join with our
colleagues in this House to push for a maximum
effort at the Athens Council meeting to find the right
solutions, to do this by reserving our budgetary powers
to the maximum and to do this on the basis that at
the second reading we shall have all our options oPen
- 
all our options, that is, except for a dispropor-
tionate reliance on the use of the one amendment
which could discriminate against any single Member
State. Those in this House who wish the Community
nothing but harm and who bear its institutions
nothing but ill will 
- 
those, in other words, like
some of our bickering, back-biting and demoralized
British Labour colleagues 
- 
may prefer to deny this
House the exercise of its full rights. !fle shall hear
much criticism from our opponents, but let no-one
forget that our purpose and our resolve on this side of
the Chamber is to ensure that our duties as MEPs are
properly discharged whilst ensuring that Parliament's
actions are fair, firm and effective.
I am determined that our votes on Thursday shall end
the isolation that has recently blunted our participa-
tion as active Members of this Parliament in budge-
tary terms. And I am determined that we should end
the misunderstandings and the mistrust across the
borders of the various groups. Let the message go out,
then, that we support the rapporteur in her overall
strategy, not in spite of her compromise Amendment
No 553, but because of it. I7e place absolute reliance
on her commitment that in our second reading we
shall not play about with Amendment No 563 and
Chapter 100, but rather that we shall judge the Coun-
cil's efforts in Athens against the background of the
budgetary powers of this House in the wider sense of
the phrase and without discrimination of any kind.
(Applause from tbe centre and from tbe rigbt)
Mrs Barbarella (COM). 
- 
(IT) Mr President, I
think the first thing to be said is that never has the
gap between important Community policy needs and
a budgetary provision that has now become insuffi-
cient even for day-to-day operation been so enormous
as in the 1984 budget.
!fle feel that this is the result of a most disquieting
contrast between the need to provide solutions to real
problems affecting European society and the totally
inadequate response of Community institutions, espe-
cially the Council 
- 
a contrast that has been particu-
laily aggravated in recent years.
At a period when there is need for maximum
governing capacity, not least at Community level, to
deal with the economic crisis and an increasingly
complex and worrying international situation, we are
faced instead, Mr President, with a decision-making
standstill that is as harrowing as it is debilitating. This
decisional stalemate, the vacuum that it creates, leads
inevitably to nationalistic tendencies, to the promo-
tion of individual interests. Our vision of European
issues is narrowed, and unilateral solutions that often
prove completely inappropriate, if not directly counter-
productive, are sought.
\7ell, Mr President, we believe 
- 
and other speakers
have made the same point 
- 
that it is precisely in
these difficult circumstances, and in connection with
this most difficult 1984 budget, that Parliamgnt
should take a firm stand against this disquieting
sectionalist trend and against the collapse of Commu-
nity integration, indeed of solidarity among Member
States.
Parliament must not allow itself to be drawn into a
position where it must wait upon the decisions of
others, or where it is prevented from asserting its
views with integrity. \7e believe Parliament must
perform to the full its essential function of providing
stimulation and exerting pressure so that new pros-
pects for the progress of Community integration can
at last open.
\7e consider, Mr President, that Parliament can
perform this essential function 
- 
as regards the
budget, of course 
- 
only along two lines. First of all,
obviously, by trying to improve, both quantitatively
and qualitirtively, the budget that has been put before
us by the Council ; but also 
- 
and I stress that this is
most important 
- 
by taking practical steps to readjust
the overall balance of the budget.
!7e know that scope for improvement is very limited.
tU7ith 550 million units of account not utilized by the
Council we cannot change the fundamental decisions
implicit in this budget. !7e must bear in mind the
restrictions imposed by the fact that the VAT limit
has been reached, we must be aware of the 'hard reali-
ties' of which the Council's representative spoke.
!7e therefore accept 
- 
as do the other groups repre-
sented in this House 
- 
that the limit must be
respected. However, we believe that, though the
improvements may be very modest quantitatively,
they can nevertheless be very significant qualitatively,
by stressing the direction in which we want to move.
Like the other groups, therefore, we have worked in
the Committee on Budges to strengthen those
budget-lines to which Parliament has repeatedly
accorded prioriry.
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Naturally, I must emphasize that the process of
'improvement' involved compromises, not all of
which we found satisfactory. In fact, we made a
number of substantial concessions. But on the whole
- 
and this I also want to stress 
- 
we accept the prior-
ities set out by the Committee on Budgets and we also
approve in essence, as do the other groups, the steps
that it was possible to take to support these priorities.
Nevertheless, in our view the acceptance of such a
limited area of manoeuvre must not mean the closing
of avenues for further development of Community
policies in the near future. This is why we have
supported the linking of acceptance of the necessary
budgetary discipline to the undertaking of more
comprehensive action to readjust the budget as a
whole.
There are three key aspects to this readjustment : a
definitive solution to the problem of the British contri-
bution, reform of the common agricultural policy and,
thirdly, expansion of Community action in new direc-
tions, most notably to measures for the revival of
Europe's industrial sector which will create new iobs
and restore competitiveness to the European econ-
omy.
These three aspects are, in our opinion, intimately
linked, and solutions for any one of the problems
must necessarily depend on those for the others. It is
essential, in our view, that the Athens summit should
finally produce a clear statement of political inten-
tions in these areas : this is why, in the Committee on
Budgets, we have actively worked to ensure that Parlia-
ment can exert pressure, by means of specific amend-
ments, to obtain that comprehensive decision on
finance which can no longer be put off.
In this context, Mr President, we are agreeable that,
pending the decisions of the European Council in
Athens, the appropriations earmarked for the rebates
to the United Kingdom and Germany should be trans-
ferred to Chapter 100 with clearly defined purposes.
The intention of this operation is to underline once
again Parliament's unwavering conviction that the
question of the British rebate can only be solved in a
Community dimension and must therefore be linked
to the increase in the Community's own resources and
the extension of common policies. In the same spirit
we have also agreed to the transfer of part of agricul-
tural expenditure to Chapter 100 
- 
again as a ptuc-
tical means of bringing pressure to bear on the
Council to deal with the reform of the common agri-
cultural policy : not only in the sense of controlling
expenditure, necessary as that is, but also of an overall
improvement of Community intervention mechan-
isms.
Finally, we attach a fundamental importance to the
Budget Committee's amendment calling for substan-
tial commitment appropriations to give practical effect
to new Community measures in the industrial sector.
I did not hear Mr Balfour express any view on this
point. I should like to remind him that the solution of
the British problem is tied to the issue of new
Community policies 
- 
hence this amendment, too, is
part of the crucial global 'package'.
May I say in conclusion, Mr President, that we believe
that with these three aspects, or, if you prefer, with the
set of amendments relating to them, the Committee
on Budgets has prepared a balanced and, above all, a
viable package. I7e look to the European Council to
act on it with manifest political will and, by resolving
these three problems, enable the Community to use
its full capacities in the service of an active policy of
revival and development of European integration.
(Applause from tbe Communist Group)
Mr Louwes (L). 
- 
(NL) Mr President, I wish to
make the following comments on behalf of the
Liberal and Democratic Group.
S7hat was the object of this budget ? In the first place,
we had, initially, a reduction in the figure for the
Community's own resources estimated by the
Commission, and this 
- 
but not only this 
- 
resulted
in the almost total exhaustion of these resources,
which, thirdly, forced this ambitious Parliament to
operate within an extremely narrow margin for
manoeuvre and thus to make very careful calculations.
This was no small task for a Parliament such as ours,
most by far of its Members being convinced that the
present problems can best be tackled at Community
level. I need only refer to the report drawn up by Mr
Albert and Mr Ball. It is therefore frustrating to have
only 550 m units of account, a mere drop in the vast
European ocean, to give further encouragement for a
Community approach.
After this cry from the heart, I will describe my
group's position on the proposals which the
Committee on Budgets has made. I must begin,
however, by paying my respects to the rapporteur and
indeed expressing my admiration for her efforts. Her
position has been clear, lucid and inspired by the
Community spirit from the outset. From the time she
submitted the resolution containing the guidelines in
spring until today, her approach has been consistent
and her proposals have been very coherent. The fact
that her reward for this was almost unanimous
approval of her resolution in the Committee on
Budgets is worth more than any compliment. This is a
great achievement in a Parliament that is sometimes
extremely divided and in the rather hectic atmosphere
that always accompanies the budget debates. I have
nothing but praise for this effort.
And now to the substance of the matter. Firstly, we
endorse the proposal from the rapporteur and the
Committed on Budgets that we should agree to the
figure for revenue, the Community's own resources,
that has been adjusted downwards by the Council. \7e
still hope that the Commission's higher estimates will
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eventually turn out to be correct. \U7e shall deal with
that when the time comes, although after Mr Tugend-
hat's statement our hopes of higher revenues have not
grown. But the Council should see our agreement to
its estimates as evidence that Parliament accepts
reasonable arSuments and is not intent on opposing
the Council come what may.
Seiondly, my group agrees with the view that expendi-
ture should remain below the I % limit, however frus-
trating this may be for us ambitious Europeans, as I
have already said. But I would add that our decision to
stay below the I % limit for the time being will not
affect our desire for an increase in our own tesources.
Our position on the future financing of the Commu-
nity is clear and complies with the Commission's
proposals. But until these proposals become law, we
should respect the I % limit.
How are we now to prevent the adoption of amend-
ments which would conflict with the advice of the
Committee on Budgets and result in this limit being
exceeded ? My group is opposed 'to the President
declaring them inadmissible, as he did two weeks ago.
!7e propose a different method of avoiding such 
-intentional or unintentional 
- 
accidents, if I may call
them that. It is based on the political responsibility of
the Members of this Parliament, most of whom
belong to political groups. They must exercise the self-
control that is needed if the agreement to respect the
I % limit is to be heeded. This has resulted in the
Committee on Budgets again having to keep to a very
narrow margin for manoeuvre below this ceiling, and
we have done so with the aid of proposals from a
rqpporteur who has weighed matters very carefully
and in continual congultation with the groups and
among the members of the committee, which has
produced very good results. It is to be hoped that the
House follows this example, and I call on everyone to
take the rapporteur's warning to heart.
Thirdly, we agree that the 550 m ECU still available
should be shared among the four major areas to which
Parliament and my group in particular attach so much
importance : the regional policy, the social policy,
energy and research and, lastly, the problem of hunger
in the world. Sfe welcome the broad consensus that
has been reached here thanks to the close cooperation
between the rapporteur and her counterparts in the
other parliamentary committees. !7e see this as
evidence of a sense of responsibility in this Parliament
- 
not bad, a mere four years after direct elections,
and I personally see it as an encouraging sign for the
further consideration of this and, I hope, many future
budgets. Here again, we have, of course, taken careful
note of Commissioner Tugendhat's warning, and we
realize that we now have nothing more to lose.
Finally, Mr President, I come to our position on the
'grand compromise' regarding the entry of 5% of the
EAGGF in the reserve, on the allocation of as much
as possible of the 1983 surplus to the social sector, on
the impulse given for the creation of a genuine Euro-
pean industrial policy, to which Mrs Barbarella has
just referred, and on the setting aside of special funds
for the United Kingdom and the Federal Republic,
again in Chapter 100. My group welcomes this
compromise and intends to adopt a positive attitude
towards it. Once again, my compliments to the rappor-
teur for the part she played in the drafting and formu-
lation of this compromise.
'I7e now await the precise wording of the clauses
relating to the increase in the reserves in Chapter 100
and the unfreezing of these reserves. I7e fully endorse
the linking of this to the outcome of the European
Council's meeting in Athens. I7e similarly agree that
we, the European Parliament, should make full use of
our budgetary powers as a function of the outcome of
the Athens meeting and not, I hope, in anticipation of
an Athens meeting that produces no results, and that
we should do so in a way that encourages the further
integration of the Community. In other words, there
should, of course, be better control over agricultural
expenditure 
- 
not a reduction come hell or high
water, but control over this expenditure in line with
the political will in our Community and the commit-
ments the Community has entered into. This is one
signal to the Council. The other is that this Parlia-
ment is prepared to reach compromises over present
differences of opinion, at Community level, in the
Community spirit and without distinction irrespective
of the Member State concerned. !7e approach a
historic decision to give the Council these signs. Let
us do so. !7e shall then stop being the paper tiger we
were a fortnight ago, and the fact that we are no
longer a paper tiger will benefit on-going integration.
My hopes in this respect grew as I listened to Mr
Balfour.
Mr President, to conclude, I should like to say that so
far this budget has been discussed in a very harmon-
ious manner. I hope that this atmosphere will
continue and produce a harmonious budget to the
benefit of our Community and its inhabitants.
Mrs Nebout (DEP). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, every budget has its specific characteristics
and the budgetary problems with which the European
Parliament has to deal each year ate never simple. On
this occasion, however, it is no exaggeration to say
that the general budget lor 1984 presents the House
with a difficult task.
The fundamental problem involved in formulation of
this budget is to establish how it is possible to make
progress when we have all but reached the material
limits beyond which no attempt at progress can be
entertained.
The exhaustion of Community own resources, the
downward trend in revenues, the problem of agricul-
tural payments, the pressing nature of which was
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brought home in the last debate, and above all the
very great political uncertainty surrounding the forth-
coming European Council meeting in Athens are
among the very severe objective constraints which
cannot fail to add to the difficulties of the budget for
1984, a budget which, let us be in no doubt about
this, comes at a decisive stage in the Community's
development.
I do not propose to go back over the figures already
quoted by the rapporteur and other earlier speakers
but, in my view, it is worth repeating that the draft
budget that we are called upon to amend (within
narrow margins, since the amount of resources avail-
able is limited to only 555 million ECU) is smaller in
terms of payment appropriations than the previous
budget, when one includes supplementary budget No
2 f.or 1983, which has now been adopted.
How is it possible to move forc/ard under these condi-
tions ? How can this budget of stagnation be
prevented from being a budget of resignation ? This is
precisely what the rapporteur, Mrs Scrivener, and the
Commission on Budgets have tried to do in giving the
budget political significance on two planes : first as
the expression of the budget policy guidelines decided
upon by Parliament for 1984, and secondly as a polit-
ical message to the Council and ultimately to the
European Council that the Athens meeting must not
end in yet another dismaying demonstration of the
Member States' inability to reach the decisions that
have to be taken on the future financing of the
Community.
Iflith regard to the application of the rapporteur's
guidelines, on the whole we approve the proposals
that the Committee on Budgets has presented on
completion of its deliberations. It is to the credit of
these proposals that, while remaining within the own
resources limit, they embody the priorities of
combating unemployment and combating hunger in
the world in the corresponding lines of the budget for
the main policy areas: economic and industrial,
energy and research, social and regional, and develop-
ment aid. !7e believe that progress can be achieved
through action in these areas if the appropriations
proposed are approved by this House and the Council.
'S7e do, however, have some reservations about the
overall compromise agreed upon by the Committee
on Budgets. Ve certainly appreciate the need for the
European Parliament to use all its energies in
bringing pressure to bear on the Member States before
the Athens summit in an effort to ensure that a clear
and forward-looking conception of all the issues
defined in Stuttgart emerges, which will be in the best
interests of the Community as a whole, but we cannot
go all of the way with the Committee on Budgets in
its choice of means towards this end.
'!7e are in agreement, precisely because of the need to
find a lasting basis for the future financing of the
Community, with the proposal to freeze the appropria-
tions set aside for compensation to the United
Kingdom and the Federal Republic of Germany in
the reserve chapter.
!7e also approve of the objective of boosting the other
policies and the broadening of political horizons
reflected in the substantial commitment appropria-
tions providing a framework for new courses of action
in the future, although we have reservations regarding
the commitment of one billion ECU for a European
industrial area.
On the other hand, we disapprove of the treezing of
some of the funds for agriculture by placing in reserve
825 million ECU of the appropriation for the
Guarantee Section of the EAGGF, even though we see
the political motivation behind this proposal, which is
an appeal for urgent reform of the common agricul-
tural policy. Even though we accept, given the way
things are going, that adiustments are needed in the
common agricultural policy, we do not believe, in the
light of the 4.5% increase over 1983 in the EAGGF
Guarantee appropriations, that it is necessary to with-
hold part of the EAGGF funding, since it is quite
obvious that the common agricultural policy will need
this money during the course ol 1984.
Above all, we do not believe that the partial freezing
of funds is an appropriate way to go about reforming
an existing policy, or indeed bringing pressure to bear
on the Council, since the Council is bound to rein-
state the original amounts. Obstructing the operation
of a policy and emphasizing the need for a formula
for the future financing of the Community at the
expense of a single policy are not, in our opinion, the
best ways of pressing the case for reform of the
common agricultural policy.
Under other circumstances, the rapporteur on the
general budget and supplementary budget No 2 for
1983 adopted a similar approach and was unsuccessful
on both occasions. Once again, we repeat that it is a
mistake to attempt to use the budget as the medium
for adjusting the common agricultural policy, which
should be reformed in its own terms.
Finally, I would draw attention to the fact that the
Committee on Budgets has been unwilling to enter-
tain any amendment proposing additional expenditure
in agriculture, which is consistent with the stance that
it has adopted. It has also rejected amendments aimed
at increasing agricultural revenues and in particular 
-this I must stress 
- 
that making the structure of the
EAGGF more manageable by taking out all those
items of expenditure 
- 
adding up to an appreciable
amount 
- 
which are unconnected with agriculture.
Here we find it'lacking in consistency.
In short, we are unhappy that the problem of agricul-
tural spending should have been linked in this way to
the overall position of the rapporteur and the
Committee on Budgets, and we are therefore unable
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- 
although sharing Parliament's concern to secure a
lasting solution to the problems which are currently
preventing all development of the Community 
- 
to
accept all aspects of the overall political compromise
proposed by the Committee on Budgets.
Mrs Bonino (CDI). 
- 
(IT) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the only general comment that can be
made about this 1984 budget is that it is a budget on
which one cannot even hold a debate. It also seems to
me that the way Parliament is going, what we are
witnessing is Parliament's self-liquidation 
- 
some
months before its term is due to expire. The solution
adopted by the rapporteur seems to me unacceptable
in its technicalities and politically ambiguous ; it's like
playing the three-cards game: not much luck this
time, but we'll surely get it right the next time round !
IThy do I say that this budget cannot even be
debated ? Because a debate implies the possibility of
political choice. No such possibility exists here. There
is no money: what choices can be made with that ?
There is no political will and there is no money 
- 
so
what are we talking about ? The mere fact that, after
those grand compromises to which Mr Adonnino was
referring, we should be greeting the inviolability of
the one percent VAT ceiling as a great success is a
measure of the depths to which we have sunk.
The only debate that is at all valid, therefore, is that
concerning the increase of the budgetary resources.
That debate was held this morning, for the fourth or
fifth time ... !7e all spoke in it at some time or
another ; Parliament has made its position clear, and
all that remains to us now is to wait patiently for the
Council to take a decision. ITho knows, it might
happen in December in Athens after all . ..
You see, ladies and gentlemen, when we were elected
in 1979 we believed that we had certain powers; some
of them were shared powers, but essentially we were
supposed to have powers over the budget. It seems to
me now that we have given up even these. Those
broad compromises, that wide consensus of which Mr
Adonnino spoke, going all the way from the Commun-
ists to the Liberals, has meatrt that, to my profound
regret, I could not find even five Members to sign
with me a motion for the rejection of this budget. In
my opinion a move to reject, or at least the threat of
rejection, was the only right, political and unambi-
guous choice for this Assembly. Unfortunately, I
cannot do it alone. And because of this unanimous
consensus on what is supposed to be leverage on the
Council, but is in fact Parliament's voluntary winding
up 
- 
and the Council in its exceptionally turgid
report has made it abundantly clear 
- 
I cannot even
table a motion of reiection. But let me say this: non-
rejection of this budget means, this year more than
ever before, that we decline action, that we are accesso-
ries to the Community's paralysis, that 
- 
worst of all
- 
we renounce the last power remaining to us.
I have used up my time, Mr President and ladies and
gentlemen, but there is one other thing I want to say.
I have tabled few amendments: one is on world
hunger, because, honestly, after all the talking I do
feel that what is being done is quite unacceptable ;
and a second, which I consider very important : this
Parliament has now become a corporate promoter of
its own privilege 
- 
there is no other way to explain
that contribution to the 1984 European elections
which is simply a subsidy for the political movements
represented in this Parliament.
ln 1979, when we were not part of this Parliarnent, we
fought against the financing of political pafties, and
we shall fight against it here and now, because we
believe it is wrong. Ifle accept the reimbursement of
electoral expenses, but as for advances to be paid to
the political parties here present, to enable them to
carry on their electoral campaigns to the disavantage
of those who are not represented in this House, that is
another matter. It means that all the contenders in the
field would not have an equal start 
- 
and that we
find frankly unacceptable.
Mr Eisma (ND, 
- 
@L) ls this the treatment we
shall be receiving shortly, in December ? Here I agree
with Mrs Bonino, although it is undoubtedly the only
point on which we agree. N7hat is the situation after
all ? In December, at the time of the second reading,
we know that savings in the agricultural sector can
create greater scope for another, much-needed Euro-
pean policy. There must also be better prospects for
an increase in our own resources. If Athens does not
even produce that, we as a Parliament can draw the
logical conclusions and really make our presence felt.
But today and tomorrow are different.
The Committee on Budgets is staying within the
financial limits of 556 m ECU in payment appropria-
tions. In the circumstances, that seems a realistic
approach to us.'Sfe consider the Council's decision to
remove so much from the Commission's proposal
unsatisfactory and unfortunate. I am not alone in
saying this. Everyone here says the same and thinks
the same about the Council. After'all, the Council is
obstructing real European policy in this way and, in
the longer term, cutting off its nose to spite its face.
The same has been said by Mrs Barbarella. The Coun-
cil's attitude will result in a reversion to national poli-
cies, and that, we believe, is doomed to failure.
'$7e are on the whole very satisfied with Mrs Scriv-
ener's report, and we also assume that the appropria-
tions for compensating the United Kingdom and the
Federal Republic of Germany will be entered under
Article 100. But eyen at this stage we call on as many
Members of this Parliament as possible to be present
when the vote is taken to ensure that this proposal is
approved. If it is not, if we cannot get enough people
into the Chamber to vote this through, we shall not
be worth a straw as a Parliament. Let that be a
warning to us all.
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Given the possibilities and circumstances, which
neither she nor we consider favourable, Mrs Scrivener
has acted very responsibly. !fle mean this as a compli-
ment. This is particularly true of the amendments to
which we of the D'55 attach great political impor-
tance, the amendments tabled to the chapters that
concern the environment and social policy, although
we realize that the funds set aside to combat acid rain,
for example, are completely inadequate for dealing
with what is certainly a European problem.
Finally, Mr President, I would have expected Parlia-
ment to make greater cuts in its own budget. !7e parli-
amentarians could have made a gesture, with the reim-
bursement of our expenses, for example, and we shall
therefore certainly be supporting the amendments to
this effect.
Mr President, I can keep my statement brief for now,
and I have stayed within the allotted four minutes, but
you can count on the D'55 group being considerably
less brief in December, when we come to the second
reading.
Mr Saby (S). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, the 1984 budget
is a painful exercise for the European Parliament, a
painful exercise because we have reached the limit of
our own resources, because the situation in the
Community is far from satisfactory and we lack the
means to cope with it. It nevertheless has to be
acknowledged that Parliament has responded to this
situation in a responsible manner since, although it
has not backed down on its priorities, it has still kept
within the I % VAT ceiling and the increases that it
has proposed do not go beyond what it is legally
entitled to do. I would add that the 1984 budget is not
a budget of resignation but a waiting budget and that
Parliament will not be satisfied with the status quo
after the Athens summit.
Similarly, the attitude adopted to the administrative
budgets of the institutions, whether the Council, the
Court of Justice, the Court of Auditors or the
Economic and Social Council, is clearly a responsible
one. Parliament has applied the decisions taken by its
Committee on Budgets over several years, decisions
which are entirely in keeping with sound manage-
ment principles.
U/ith regard to its own budget, I would say that Parlia-
ment has kept to the recommendations already made
previously 
- 
in respect of 1983 
- 
by the Committee
on Budgets and the House, particularly as far as the
strict management and rational use of data-processing
and office-automation equipment that we called for is
concerned, and I take this opportuniry to pay tribute
to the efforts made by all the Parliament's staff to put
the House's wishes into practice.
But I should now like to come to the Commission's
budget, which is the main topic of this debate. I find
it interesting to note that the increases are to be found
in the policy areas which have been defined by the
House as deserving priority and to which the Socialist
Group also attaches high importance. This is a budget
which I would describe as constructive in its 25.4o/o
increase for the new fisheries poliry, and in its provi-
sion for the regional policy, but my colleague Mrs
Fuillet will be discussing this later. It is entirely in
line with our wishes for the policies on industry,
research and energy, with an 180/o increase over 1983
in the appropriations, which is fully in keeping with
Parliament's wish to branch out into new policies.
Finally, whereas the Council cut the appropriations
for development by 220/o, we, the Parliament, have
increased them by 160/o. ln general, we find that the
distribution of available resources among the various
parts of the budget is as satisfactory as could be
expected under the present circumstances. Of the
total budget expenditure, 66.40/o has been allocated to
the EAGGF, 4.3o/o to fisheries, 5.2o/o to the ERDF,
6.60/o to research and energy and 3.2o/o to coopera-
tion, while we have put 4.5% to a reserve fund.
Compared with 1983, therefore, the budget for 1984
shows virtually no change in agricultural spending,
since it is up only 4.4o/o, which corresponds roughly
to the average rate of inflation in the Community.
\U7e also note that Padiament has increased the funds
for energy and research by 25o/o, which is evidence of
its determination to mount a dynamic response to the
crisis. The House has also stressed the importance that
it attaches to social policy and the less prosperous
regions. In discussing this budget, I must make the
point that the Socialists have made many concessions
in the interests of reaching an agreement, an attitude
meeting the situation.
I said at the beginning that this was a waiting budgeg
not a budget of resignation. This of course highlights
the importance that we attach to the Athens summit,
and I would mention in this connection that France,
for instance, shares Parliament's aspirations, as witness
her memorandum on the European industrial area for
research and energy. \U7e have strong hopes that the
current exhaustion of own resources will trigger the
long overdue launching of these new policies, so that
the European Economic Community will be in the
best possible position to face the incipient third indus-
trial revolution.
It is our hope, Mr President, that this responsible
budget, this waiting budget 
- 
waiting, as I see it, in
the manner of a thoroughbred champing at the bit 
-will enable the Community to set up policies and
resources to meet the current situation and the chal-
tenges that it is tirrowing down. !7e hope that France,
which will be taking over the Presidency of the
Council from Greece on I January 1984, will be able
to ioin with all the other Member States in giving
effect to these various proposals which have been put
forward in the interests of Europe.
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Yes, Mr President, we shall be voting for this budget,
in the conviction that we are not resigned, but
waiting, and that, after Athens, either there will be
positive results enabling us to discharge our responsi-
bilities, which is the wish of the majority of European
citizens, or it will be the end of our Community.
Mr Langes (PPE). 
- 
(DE) Mr President, the debate
on the budget is a political debate. I shall con-
sequently try to avoid quoting any figures ; we have
heard them ad nauseam in the budget deliberations,
and our rapporteur has presented them 
- 
quite
rightly 
- 
to Parliament.
I would like to make five political remarks. The first is
addressed to the President-in-Office of the Council.
The President-in-Office of the Council 
- 
our former
colleague 
- 
has made it clear that budgetary consulta-
tions can only have favourable results provided Parlia-
ment and the Council are in agreement. That is why,
Mr President-in-Office of the Council, I was
extremely perturbed by a remark of yours that you
described as a personal one. You said in effect that we
could increase our own resources without reviewing
our policies in certain areas. That may be understand-
able from the Greek point of view, but it is unques-
tionably wrong in general political terms. Everyone
must realize that the increase in our own resources
that we are all demanding and expecting is inccinceiv-
able unless we put our house in order at the same
time. That is what we are asking of the Council, and
what we are asking of you personally is to use your
influence in the Council to support this aim. I assure
you that the majority of the Members of this Parlia-
ment are determined that the system be put on a
sound footing. Even as a Greek President-in-Office of
the Council, you must accept for political reasons that
we must pursue both ends together.
My second remark is addressed to my Conservative
friends and neighbours. The debate on the second
supplementary budget having proved such a big disap-
pointment, I find the budgetary deliberations to date
and the remarks made by your spokesman Mr Balfour
indicate a distinct change of heart in that the Conser-
vatives have realized that the United Kingdom's
policy, based as it is exclusively on self-interest, is anti-
European and is going to isolate the UK in the long
run. I therefore consider Mr Balfour's speech on
behalf of the Consewatives today extremely encou-
raging. I know the next few weeks will be hard for
you in your country, even in your own party, if you
vote on Thursday in line with what you said earlier
on. I admire this courageous attitude and regard it as
the only one that is forward-looking and capable of
strengthening this Parliament.
The reiection of the 1984 budget, which Mr Balfour
describes as Parliament's ultimate weapon, is undoubt-
edly a potential weapon, but in my opinion there are
other less drastic measures Parliament can take, such
as the use of Chapter 100. I agree with Mr Balfour
that we should watch what happens in Athens and at
the joint deliberations with the Council in order to
decide what options we have. I call on all those
colleagues who were disappointed by the voting on
the second supplementary budget to snap out of their
depression. You cannot always win in politics, but we
should look ahead again and I think that the
compromise that has been reached is a good one. My
third remark is addressed to the Commission. I have
heard what you said, and can only repeat what I told
your President last week. The Commission must
decide how it can get back onto a reasonably even,
rational course after all the muddled, contradictory
and diverging statements it has made on the agricul-
tural budget. You have forfeited some of our confi-
dence, and you know it, but you can regain it by
pursuing a policy that is acceptable to Parliament at
the deliberations after the first reading. This is my
request and appeal to the Commission.
The fourth remark is addressed to Mrs Bonino. Your
group con:ributes virtually nothing to the work of this
House ; it is absent again now, it only put in an
appearance earlier on for the benefit of TV viewers in
Italy, and I must describe this behaviour as
disgraceful. The very group that claims to save tax-
payers money only turns up to use Parliament as a
platform for cheap party propaganda. This is totally
unacceptable.
(Applausq cry of 'Vioa Bonino !' from Mr Vande-
wiele)
Mr Vandewiele, I am glad she's alive, but I do not
approve of Parliament being treated as a mere plat-
form.
The Committee on Budgets has tried to put the delib-
erations on course. Mr Vandewiele, we can argue
about this, I'm pleased that we appear to have diffi-
culties in our group.
(Crl of 'til'e hauen't any difficulties, dear friend !'
from tuIr Vandewiele)
Fine, then I would just like to say in conclusion that
the proposals presented by the Committee on Budgets
reflect the various sections of the budget in accor-
dance with their priority. I would like to ask all my
colleagues to second these recommendations as
presented by Mrs Scrivener, in order to avoid
exceeding the I % ceiling. By doing so we shall
demonstrate our cohesiveness and can embark on the
deliberations with the Council with confidence.
(Altplause)
Mr Kirk (ED). 
- 
(DA)Mr President, the last Honou-
rable Member who spoke, Mr Langes, said that the
Conservative Group had in effect pursued a United
Kingdom policy in recent years and that he was glad
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it now looked as though we were no longer going to
pursue an anti-European policy. As a Dane in the
Conservative Group, I must say to Mr Langes that this
is not the case. Certainly, the Conservative Group,
especially the British members, consider the budget-
ary problem to be a very serious one to which it
rightly feels that a solution must be found. The Euro-
pean Democratic Group now feels certain that, with
the work being done by the Committee on Budgets of
the European Parliament, there is a possibility of
achieving a final and definitive solution to 6uch ques-
tions as the British and Iflest German budgetary
problem. !7e Danish Conservatives in the European
Democratic Group hope therefore that we shall finally
manage to bring the pressure to bear on the Council
of Ministers which will induce it to take the final deci-
sion on a solution to the budgetary problems, so that
we can get on with dgaling with the real problems
which beset us in the Community.
All the Member States are currently doing all in their
power to keep down expenditure under the national
budgets, and it is obvious that, in dealing with the
Community budgets, we must show restraint in the
matter of expenditure. I[e therefore have to look seri-
ously at all the items irt which there are indications of
particularly high rises in expenditure. The expenditure
must be evaluated in terms of whether there is any
actual expansion in Cqmmunity activity or it is
simply a question of more resources for the existing
arrangements. If it is a case of expansion in activities,
the justification will depertd to a large extent on
whether the expansipn is consorlant with the consider-
ations which the ad Doc Committee set up by Parlia-
ment to study the economic recovery will be putting
forward in the coming weeks.
We might be tempted to say that the Community's
finances should no; be 4llowed te function merely as
a social assistance bureau, dispgqging aid to anyone
who gets into economic or employment difficulties in
the various Member States. !7e need to stimulate new
investment and employment in all Member States. It
is therefore important to us *iat the increased expendi-
ture built into the 1984 budget should be used in a
manner which will promote dynamic development.
Much has been said about expendifuie on agriculture.
\U7e shall be debating that later in the November part-
session, together with changes in ;he structural fund ;I shall therefore only touch briefly on this subject
here. But it must be clear to everybody that there is a
pressing need for a rerpoval from the common agricul-
tural policy of the planned economy rules, which for
so many years have confortnded the aims of the
common agricultdral policy itself apd in a very few
years could lead to a total collapse of the agricultural
policy. It is essential that we bring about a change in
the mechanisms, so that agriculture as an industry
may come to participate in what was the original aim
of the Community: free competition between enter-
prises within a large common market. In my opinion,
it is the consumers who should determine by their
demand what products should be produced and hence
be sold, and not this or that budget here in the
Community.
I should like to say finally that we h?ve in fact not
had an answer from the Commission today on how
the deferred advances will affect the budget for 1984.
By how many ECUs is the Compunity'budget short ?
How many of the ECUs which were deferred will be
used in 1984 lor the appropriations for commitment
and payment in question ? It is a concrete question, to
which I think the Commission must also give us a
concrete answer here during the first budget debate.
Mr President, I should like to $ay that the important
thing for us is to use our moncy dynamically and to
ensure that the resources us'ed by Parliament, the
Commission and the Council ig their various depart-
ments and services are used to optimum effect. We
shall therefore vote in favour of all the amendments
from the Committee on Budgets'aimed at freezing the
level of staff of the various inStitulions.
Mr Baillot (COM). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, the budget
of the Community, like that o( a State, is the transla-
tion into figures of economic and political options. It
is also used by this Parliament as a means of
strengthening its political po1y,q$ and broadening the
range of its competence, somgtimeE even beyond what
is authorized in the Treaty. Thfs budget shows a fall in
real figures compared with 1983 and in this it reflects
the continuing crisis in the Community. The rappor-
teur is right to stress that it would be, in her own
words, 'illusory to imagine that the budget can have a
decisive effect on the crisis.' ,
The crisis, as we know, is execerbating the contradic-
tions between Member Statei. In 1984, 650/o of this
budget will be used for agriculture and for implemen-
tation of 'structural' policies which generally amount
to no more than organizing re{istribution of resources
between Member States or dressing the social wounds
inflicted by the devastation caused by years of policies
relying on austerity and structural reorgflnization.
Although aware of these limitations, the French
Communists and Allies were actively involved in all
stages of the budgetary procedure in the hope of
securing improvements, as long as they did not clash
with the policy that my country has been pursuing
since May 1981. To this end, we put forward a
number of proposals for measures which we hold to
be essential. First of all, I have to repeat that it is
necessary in our view to close the book on the ques-
tion of rebates to the United Kingdom, which is
causing such acrimony in our debates. On the basis of
the commitments given by the Council, we proposed
simply that the 1980 and l98l overpayments be used
to settle the matter in 1984. !7e were unsuccessful,
but we shall not lose sight of these ovgrpdyments until
Mrs Thatcher pays them back. Following the Stuttgart
summit, the Chancellor of the Federal Republic of
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Germany came here to announce that these overpay-
ments had been taken into account in the budget for
1984. !7e are not convinced. !fle therefore find it a
useful step forward to have placed all appropriations
connected with the British contribution in reserve,
although without falling into the trap designed to set
the House against the Council over the classification
of expenditure.
'S7e cannot approve of Mrs Scrivener's proposal to
place 825 million ECU of the EAGGF appropriation
in reserve. In our opinion, the political significance of
this is quite different from that of the Council's deci-
sion to place 250 million ECU in reserve. But I shall
say no more on this subject, since my friend Pierre
Pranchdre will be discussing it ar greater length later
in the debate.
'We are in favour of the concentration of social policy
appropriations on vocational training and iobs for
women and young people, among whom the unem-
ployment figures are particularly high. In this connec-
tion, I welcome the positive outcome, incorporating
some of our proposals, of the conciliation between the
Parliament and the Council on reform of the Social
Fund, in which I took part on behalf of the
Committee on Budgets.
The definition of a new criterion for the allocation
and distribution of Community funds is beginning to
make headway, since the Committee on Budgets
adopted our amendment calling for the creation of a
new line in the budget linked to the reduction of
working-time. This approach seems more likely to
make a positive contribution to economic recovery
and job creation than a thinly spread allocation of
appropriations which are often under-utilized or
merely serve as a device for redistribution between
Member States.
S7e for our part would have preferred to see a more
substantial increase in the appropriations for food aid
and development, which were unjustifiably and
unjustly cut by the Council at a time when the situa-
tion is getting worse in the Third Sflorld.
!7e support the move to strengthen cooperation in
the industrial and energy fields, but we are not exclu-
sive in our attitude here. For instance, cooperation on
the Community plane does not exclude bilateral or
multilateral cooperation, which can be beneficial to
all, as witness the examples of the Airbus or Ariane.
!7e hope that adoption of the amendments tabled by
the Committee on Transport will at last lead to the
launching of a real common policy on transport
taking advantage of the substantial technological
progress that has been achieved, in rail transport in
particular, and the development of infrastructures of
Communiry interest.
In conclusion, Mr President, this is the spirit, not only
critical but also very constructive, as you will have
been able to judge, in which we are taking part in the
voting on the amendments, refusing to be drawn into
budgetary irresponsibility, which we believe would be
sidestepping the real problems of the Community.
Mr Maher (L).- Mr President, I too would like to
compliment my colleague, Mrs Scrivener, not only on
the technical work that she has done so competently
in connection with the preparation of the budget but
also on succeeding to an unparalleled extent in
getting an extraordinary degree of consensus in the
Committee on Budgets and also on being mainly
responsible for the degree of consensus reached with
the Council. That, of course, is important because,
while I am not saying that we should not have our
confrontations with the Council, we have to accept
that, given the limitations under which we operate, it
is important for the sake of the people of the Commu-
nity that we achieve the maximum degree of coopera-
tion. It is, however, clear that we are labouring under
the great disability, the great defect, that we cannot
achieve any more progress than we are achieving at
the moment because of the financial limitations. I am
not one who subscribes to the view that if, somehow,
we could achieve the kind of reforms that have been
talked about in relation, for instance, to the agricul-
tural policy, and achieve the savings that have been
mentioned, this would spark off a new development
producing a new approach to new policies.
I cannot accept this, Mr President, and I think it is
time that idea was laid once and for all because of
what is preventing us from achieving the cooperation
in other fields that would mean a saving to the
Member States of the European Communiry. I
mention as an example research, although it is not the
most important field. There is a great deal of duplica-
tion, a great waste of resources between the Member
States because of our failure to cooperate on research.
There is very little cooperation. I7e all want to do our
own thing. So, of course, we waste resources. So I do
not think, frankly, that it is a question of savings. I do
not think it is a question of money. The real problem
is that of sovereignty. The old idea is that these coun-
tries must do their own thing; they do not want to
concede any more sovereignty.
If we are talking about savings, look at the situation in
relation to military expenditure, for instance. I do not
think it is any harm to mention it as a background
situation. The great powers of the world today,
including the countries of the European Economic
Community, are spending one-and-a-half million
dollars per minute in military expenditure. !7hat we
are spending on agriculture is infinitesimal in compar-
ison. I have not been able to discover how much of
that expenditure has been undertaken by the EEC
countries, but it is considerable. I7e have 50 000
nuclear warheads today, and we are building 5000
more every year. Even if there was a war, we could
only use about 5000 of them, because you cannot
keep on destroying the place over and over again.
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So we have 50 000 nuclear warheads in surplus
costing vast sums of money. Nobody talks about that.
!7e talk about the surplus of food, but we have vast
surpluses of armaments and military weapons. They
are designed to kill people, to do away with them. !fle
have some extra food and we have a very great
problem about distributing it to the hungry of the
world.
Mr President, how serious are we ? How serious are we
in the last analysis about resources ? '!U(e have plenry
of resources, but we do not have the political will-
power to use them in the right way. \fle use them to
kill people. Look at the UK 
- 
I want to say this in
friendship, not just to be critical 
- 
: when it came to
retaining an island in the South Atlantic, there was no
problem about money. There was plenty of it. Just
spend it ! Hold onto the place at any costs ! But when
it comes to expenditure on food and keeping an agri-
cultural policy, the UK is the most determined oppo-
nent of the existence of a common agricultural policy.
they want to destroy it 
- 
something that is good and
which has been successful.
One problem which is of concern to many of us 
-and this, I think, is tied up with the budget 
- 
is that
there is no long-term strategy for the development of
an agricultural policy in the European Community.
Everything is ad boc. I would say to the Commission
and to Mr Tugendhat: you are always grappling with
problems which are immediately in front of you.
There is no grand design. None of us know where agri-
culture is going to be five years from now. There is no
indication that there are any policies, for instance,
which would regionalize agricultural production,
giving those regions capable of producing certain
products the possibiliry to produce them. \7e are
going to go on in the same old way. The only solution
offered is to cut the money and reduce agriculture. I
would issue a warning here. If that is done to too great
a degree, inevitably national aids will be applied again.
If national aids are applied again, there is no way of
having a common agricultural policy ; we shall have
national agricultural policies. If that happens, there is
no chance of achieving industrial free trade and we
shall all be back again to pre-1950.
Mr Bonde (CDI). 
- 
(DA) Mr President, the budget
we are to debate today is a historic one : when the
majority in Parliament on Thursday exceeds its
margin of manoeuvre, the 1% ceiling will be attained.
Denmark's taxpayers and consumers will have to pay
4 300 million DKR as their contribution to the
Community budget in 1984. That is 800 DKR for
every single Dane, from toddlers to pensioners, and
3 200 DKR for the typical family comprising father,
mother and two children. This figure reflects a tenfold
increase in Denmark's contribution to the Commu-
nity budget in ten years. If we look at the Commis-
sion's three-year budget estimate, we see that
Denmark's contribution in 1985 will be 4900 million
DKR; and in 1985 it will be 5 500 million DKR,
which will cost our nice little family 4 400 DKR.
!7hat does the average Danish family get in return for
this contribution ? \Ufle get interference in pay neSotia-
tions, with demands for wage-cuts, interference in our
decision-making on security, health and environ-
mental matters 
- 
not better, but lower standards. !fle
get binding economic guidelines calling for social
cutbacks in everything that generations have worked
to build up. \(e get higher prices for food and other
essentials, which in real terms make the contribution
to the Community budget the smallest of the costs
the family incurs through being in the EEC.
It is not the typical Danish family which gets the big
returns from the Community budget. It is the multina-
tional corporations, such as Olivetti, Siemens and
Honeywell Bull, which get their research budgets paid
by the taxpayers of the Community countries. It is
primarily private companies which get money from
the Community's various funds. !/hat do the workers
get ? Do we retain any right of property over the
money we pay in ? No. Do we retain any influence on
the use of the money ? No. Do we get a guarantee that
the companies which receive the money use it for
investing in new iobs ? No. \Uflhat do we get, then ?
!/e get the privilege of picking up the tab and, since
the EEC is financed with the aid of levies on
consumption, VAT, the amounts payable roll down to
the bottom end of the scale. Those who can afford it
least get to paying most to those who have most
already. It seems to me that certain people have been
reading Robin Hood backwards, since what the
Community budget does is to take from the poor and
give to the rich.
The budget which will be adopted on Thursday, in
my opinion, is in conflict with the Danish Constitu-
tion and the rules which govern our membership of
the European Community. It is in fact only by an
illegal trick that we are keeping to the I % ceiling.
The reality is that the VAT ceiling is now being
exceeded by the amounts which are being demanded
under the co-responsibility levy and booked as a nega-
tive item of expenditure. As far as we are concerned,
there is no such thing as a negative item of expendi-
ture. On the other hand, we have a provision that
requires that no taxes or levies can be assessed unless
it is done through a legal measure. The President
knows the clause in question better than anyone in
this Chamber. The co-responsibility levy is in reality
the imposition of a tax of 250 DKR per year on every
Danish cow, and for a farmer with 100 cows that is a
special tax of 25 000 DKR per year to the EEC. I have
great difficulty in understanding why the Council of
Agriculture Ministers brings actions in the Court of
Justice over taxes legally adopted by the Folketing,
while the quite illegal special EEC taxes on milk
producers are passively accepted. If the
co-responsibility levies were entered as they should
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be, as revenue and not as negative expenditure, the
VAT ceiling would now be broken through the appli-
cation of the clause in the Constitution on the transfer
of new powers and not by illegal transfers from one
account to another.
In the same way, the repayments of l0 000 million
DKR to Great Britain and Western Germany are
illegal in my opinion. The sharing out of the burden
of expenditure among the Member States is clearly
laid down in the Treary of Accession, which was
approved by a referendum of the Danish electorate,
and it is not proper to change anyrhing in that Treaty
unless it is done through the same procedure. It is
insolence to the Danish electorate when changing
Danish governments accept the use of that flexible
clause, Article 235, to alter a treaty instead of carrying
out the treaty amendment in the manner required by
law. But the fact that the Council is committing a
criminal act does not entitle Parliament to take the
law into its own hands by blocking money in the
reserves. Parliament is using innocent farmers here as
hostages in its demand for more influence on Commu-
nity legislation.
'!7e cannot support the repayments to Great Britain
and l7estern Germany, but neither will we participate
in Parliament's power-struggle with the Council. The
power-struggle will also come to the fore this year
when the rate of increase in non-compulsory expe4di-
ture is exceeded, and in that connection I would call
on the Council to read carefully Article 203 (9) of the
Treaty. This states that a new rate of increase can only
be accepted by agreement bptween the institutions ;
Parliament has to act here under a special procedure
requiring at least 218 votes and at least three-fifths of
the votes cast. But that is not what is happening. It
will not happen during the first debate or during the
second debate, if Mr Lange has anything to do with it,
and unfortunately he will have something to do with
it.
Thus all amendment proposals are in my opinion
illegal, and I call upon the Council to treat all
proposed amendments as invalid and, once and for all,
to show up this power-hungry supranational Parli-
ament in law for what it is. The People's Movement
against the EEC, together with Mrs Boserup, has
tabled a motion for an amendment to Mrs Scrivener's
report, which cuts this conception of law and order to
pieces, and I urge your to adopt it.
(The sitting was suspended at 7.55 p.m. and resumed
at 9 p.m)
IN THE CHAIR: MR LALOR
Vice-President
Mr Romualdi (NI). 
- 
(IT) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I do not intend to discuss the technical
aspects. I shall leave that to the experts, particularly to
those who have taken part in the preparation of the
budget and of the reports laid before this House. But I
cannot let the opportunity of this debate pass without
voicing, once again, on behalf of the Italian right, our
profound concern over the nature of this budget,
which, far from evolving in a favourable direction, is
even more rigid and less adequate to its purpose than
before.
!7e have said many times in these past years that the
budgetary policy of the Council, and indeed of the
Commission, was shortsighted and lacking in breadth.
It is often dictated, it is true, by considerations arising
from the deep crisis which has been besetting
Europe's economy for years now, but it is shortsighted
nevertheless, has been shown to be so on this occa-
sion once again, and has been so described by the
rapporteur, Mrs Scrivener herself. It is a policy which
fails to recognize that it is not by penny-pinching, not
by denying to the Community the means of pursuing
and expanding its common policies 
- 
for agriculture,
industry, energy, the regions or research 
- 
that
budgets can be saved from going into the red or our
countries' floundering economies from going under.
On the contrary, this is to reject the only possible
salvation, which lies in extension of Community poli-
cies, in their closer coordination and in their orderly
but continuous development 
- 
but certainly not in
their strangulation !
The present budget reflects 
- 
and this is why we
oppose it 
- 
this niggardly mentality, this narrow-
minded view of the Community's economic life and
of its development policy. Many speak of it, but few
are prepared to work for it in practice, yet it should
remain the grand object of our political efforts and the
primary duty of this Parliament to which we have
been elected to represent and defend the real interests
and the very real hopes for unity of the European
peoples. It is a duty which the present budget does
not fully reflect. Hence our opposition to it, which
will be widely shared in this House : not so much as
regards the final vote but with the aim of taking a
much-needed new look at the political crisis into
which this Community has fallen, caught as it is
between its own need to grow if it is not to die and
the indifference of our respective governments. It is a
crisis from which the Community must find a way
out. And it is up to Parliament at this juncture to help
it find that way.
Mrs Nikolaou (S). 
- 
(GR) Mr President, without a
doubt we are at an historic turning-point in the deve-
lopment of the Community. The 1984 budget is the
first one which, at the drafting stage, has been subject
to the overriding consideration of not exceeding the
I % ceiling. At a time when Europe is facing a chal-
lenge of survival and its peoples are confronted with
the spectre of unemployment, the Community budget
is unable to contribute effectively to overcoming the
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crisis. The fact that the basic decisions on the
increasing of resources and the development of new
policies have been put back until the Athens Summit
has created a climate of uncertainty in the discussions
concerning the 1984 budget. Of course, if the deci-
sions taken in Athens are positive, it will be possible
for certain of the emergent needs to be catered for via
a supplementary budget. But the ProsPects here are
not very hopeful, either.
The procedure for ratifying the decisions of the
Athens meeting on increasing of the Community's
resources is so protracted that it iS certain we shall be
stuck with the same budgetary levels for a year or two.
The attempts to achieve at least a degree of budgetary
restructuring have foundered in the face of the
substantial rise in agricultural spending forecast for
1984. Iflhile expenditure on the Guarantee Section as
a percentage of total spending fell steadily until 1983,
from 72o/o in 7979 to 63 o/o in 1983, it is up again to
56.5o/o for 1984 and this has left only 8 billion ECU
for all the other policies, including agricultural restruc-
turing. The distribution of this sum in the various
lines mirrors the obiectives set out for the 1984
budget, which are the combating of unemployment
and world hunger. By the revetse token, the obiective
of reducing regional inequalities was not given pariry
with these. The development problems confronting
the less developed Member States on the periphery do
not have the same priority in a Community which is
faced with enormous problems of unemployment and
technological development when compared with the
United States and Japan, while at the same time the
massive indebtedness of the Third \(orld is steadily
contracting export outlets for the Community's manu-
factured goods. The 1984 budget is not, however, struc-
tured in such a way as to resPond to the need to
manage the crisis by developing new dynamic poli-
cies. It is not imbued with such a spirit. It is particu-
larly characteristic that the appropriations for indus-
triai research, on which to a Sreat extent the future of
the Community depends, are not only inadequate in
relation to the sums made available in other sectors
but have also been appreciably cut by the Council.
The need to develop new policies of a redistributive
character to bridge the constantly widening regional
inequalitites should not be ignored no matter how
pressing the problems facing the developed countries
may be. Of course, the Community failed to use the
opportunity it had during the period of high growth-
rates to move ahead with a bold transfer of resources
from the more affluent to the less affluent Member
States in order to reduce the development gap in the
Community. Now, during the recession, this problem
is a particularly difficult one. Characteristic are the
drastic cuts the Council has made in the Regional
Fund, while Parliament for its part, has not restored
the balance by making a substantial part of its
resources available to this Fund.
Also unacceptably low are the appropriations for trans-
port, a sector which could be of decisive imPortance
in the development of countries on the periphery.
Notable here also is the fact that it will not be
possible in 1984 to start up the Mediterranean
programmes, which could provide an efficient
mechanism for the transfer of resources from the
wealthy regions to the poor regions of the Mediterra-
nean south.
Mr President, allow me, in winding uP, to refer to a
point which specifically concerns Greece. !flhile both
the Commission and the Council have recognized the
need, with proposals for regulations, to give Greece
special financial support in connection with the
Memorandum, they have not made provision in the
budget for the appropriations necessary for these regu-
lations to be given effect. !7e have tabled appropriate
amendments and hope for Parliament's support.
Mr Notenboom (PPE). 
- 
(NL) Mr President, I
believe this budget is dominated by two factors : the
virtual exhaustion of the Community's own resources
and the Athens summit meeting. This will very
largely determine our policy this week and in
December, but in December we shall be gathering
here after the Athens meeting. I expect it to produce
not miracles but a clear impulse for a structural
increase in expenditure and for new revenue. This
urgent hope, this demand by the European Parliament
is reflected in the compromise which has already been
discussed on many occasions and which unites most
of the groups. The imPortant aspect of this
compromise, I find, is that it avoids attacking the
United Kingdom alone and addresses the Council as a
whole in strong terms.
The need felt by Neil Balfour and his friends not to
be driven into isolation has made a deep impression
on me, and that is one reason, Mr President, why I
supported this compromise in the Committee on
Budgets and will do so in plenary sitting, although I
must say that I do not now feel that it is wise in every
respect. For example, it seems wrong to me to enter
hundreds of millions in commitment appropriations
in the budget as a sign of our desire for an increase in
Community resources and a larger budget in the
future. I do not think that specific budgetary figures
- 
perhaps not payment appropriations, but specific
budgetary figures with a sound legal basis nonetheless
- 
should be used as a sign. I obfect to this. But, of
course, southern countries see some things differently
from northern countries, and we must understand
each other, because we need a maiority of 218 votes. I
will therefore support the compromise despite my
objections to a policy of using such extensive commit-
ment appropriations as a symbol, as a sign. That goes
against the grain.with me but, as I have said, I was
very impressed by the positive attitude taken by Mr
Balfour, which also enabled our rapPorteur to bring
about this compromise.
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But if this sign given by Parliament, and I sincerely
hope it will be approved on Thursday, falls on deaf
ears in the Council, we shall not be able to avoid
doing what is necessary in December. \7e must not
confine ourselves to expressing disappointment. It will
not be simply a disappointment, and we must say so
now, not as a threat but as a genuine expression of the
attitude taken by my group and by many groups.
Something will have to be done, rejection being one
of the weapons, let us not say the only one, but one of
the possible weapons.
Although I and my group approve all the amend-
ments proposed by the Committee on Budgets, I
personally find 
- 
if I may dream for a moment, Mr
President 
- 
that we are in fact spreading our priori-
ties rather too wide. This is not a criticism of the
rapporteur. She had no other choice. I personally
know very well what her real priorities are, and I agree
with her. She had no other choice, because we need
218 votes, and that has enabled a small minority to
demand that certain priorities be set, otherwise they
will not support the others, and we shall not then
have the 218 votes we need. But if I may dream a
while 
- 
and I hope my dreams will come true in a
few years' time 
- 
Parliament will not become strong
in budgetary matters until it sets one major priority
and uses it to forge ahead towards a completely
genuine European budget incorporating genuine
instruments of which national budgets are not
capable. Only then will the European Parliament, its
priorities not spread too wide, be able to stand up to
the Council. It will, I believe, also command the
respect of the Council, which is after all an institution
that should be working for Europe.
I have already paid my respects to the rapporteur, Mrs
Scrivener, who, I find, has so far done an extremely
good iob in presenting so rounded a proposal on
behalf of the Committee on Budgets. This is not an
easy task ; summer holidays, a great deal of free time
and many working hours, of course, have to be sacri-
ficed. I should like to express my appreciation once
again.
I know that she attaches considerable importance to
the 'innovation, research, energy, industrial policy'
section, and I too consider this section very important
for the real future of Europe, because this is where
jobs may be created in the medium term, iobs which
cannot be created on a purely national basis. I approve
the proposals for the social sector. They may alleviate
hardship, they must alleviate hardship, particularly
among young people. That has my approval. But they
cannot create any new jobs: that is the task of the first
area I mentioned, and that is why I find this section
so important, because these are things that can be
done at European level but cannot all be done at
purely national level. This does presuppose that the
Member States are then prepared to reduce such
expenditure in their national budgets. Let me quote
what Mr von der Vring said this morning : redistribu-
tion of public expenditure. That is what we want, Mr
President of the Council. \7e do not want public
expenditure to rise further. It is already far too high in
a number of Member States. 'Redistribution of public
expenditure', although I myself have used the term
'replacement policy' on several occasions, but that
does not matter if we know what we are talking about.
Two weeks ago I was pleased to hear the Nobel Prize
winner Tinbergen 
- 
not just anybody, then 
- 
giving
this term his blessing in the context of European deve-
lopment cooperation. He felt this was the solution if
there was to be European development cooperation,
and what a major contribution it could make 
- 
I am
dreaming again, Mr President 
- 
if we used our budge-
tary strength and budgetary scope to Europeanize part
of national development aid, to speak with one voice
in the world, to take action in the world with one
large fund and so persuade the United States, Japan
and other wealthy countries to make similar efforts !
\flhat an incentive that would be, a note sounded by
Christian and humanist Europe for all the world to
hear, calling for greater justice and also for greater
purchasing power in the developing countries, which
could help us to get out of our present economic
crisis ! These may be dreams, but they can come true
if, by becoming more aware and better informed, we
manage to agree in future not to spread our priorities,
to achieve convergence and, wherever possible, to set
ourselves one or two priorities a 
'!eat.
Mr Georgiadis, since you were present, I believe, as a
Member of this Parliament when the Pfennig report
was adopted, may I conclude by asking you to circu-
late the European Parliament's Pfennig report, the
report of our Committee on Budgets, among your
colleagues on the Budget Council once again to show
them what we mean by the 'Europeanization' of
policy, which is what the Committee on Budgets is
again advocating.
(Applause)
Mr Alavanos (COM). 
- 
(GR) Mr President, first of
all a general comment : it is known that the Commu-
nity budget is equal to about 2.4 o/o of. the total
spending in the national budgets of the Member
States. \7e should therefore see the problem of the
distribution of expenditure not only within the narrow
framework of the Community budget but also in rela-
tion to the distribution of expenditure in the national
budgets. It is in the light of this overall distribution of
expenditure, in the Community budget and the
national budgets as well, that we should approach the
problems of the Community budget. So it is inappro-
priate for certain Members, such as British and
German representatives, to call in this House for cuts
in farm spending on the pretext of raising social
spending in order to combat unemployment, when at
the same time their governments are cutting back
harshly on social spending in their national budgets.
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It is not right that working people in other countries,
such as in Greece, should thus have to pay indirectly
for the policy of austerity being pursued by govern-
ments such as that of Great Britain. These govern-
ments cannot ask for a reduction in farm spending on
the pretext of raising appropriations for productive
investment when at the very same time in their own
state budgets there is an ever increasing shift of funds
form productive investment to military spending.
Farmers, Greek farmers as well, cannot be expected to
pay in this indirect way for the missiles of Great
Britain or of any other country of the Community.
The Community budget has been drafted against the
background of a general policy of increased military
spending, surrender to market forces, austerity for the
workers and cutbacks in social spending, and it
expresses this policy exactly.
I would now like to make a few comments
concerning particular maior seitors of the budget.
First, the question of the refunds to S7estern Germany
and Great Britain. In effect, the 1984 budget institu-
tionalizes the refunds, and replacing direct refunds by
the ostensible financing o( Community policies alters
nothing, because for countries such as !flestern
Germany there is no great gulf at least not as Sreat as
there is in our country between national and Commu-
nity policy. It is not very difficult for l7estern
Germany to put a Community tag on one of its
national policies. Greece entered the Community on
the worst terms. For you to ask Greece also to cover
even a small part of the existing or non-existent
problems, and to pay for the problem of unemploy-
ment in Great Britain and 'Itrestern Germany or for
the refunds to these countries, is unacceptable.
A second sector is farm spending, which is said to
take up the lion's share of the draft budget for 1984 at
present. But what has been the result of this spending
for the small producers and for countries such as
Greece ? Has the income of Greek farmers risen such
that we too can say: 'That's enough, put a brake on
this farm spending ? Do we by any chance have
products in surplus ? Cotton, raisins, tobacco, nearly
all of the agricultural products of Greece, are in short
supply. And yet the problems are growing and
worsening all the time. So how can we agree to cuts in
spending and restrictive measures which will hit
Greek farm production as well ? Of course, there does
exist a problem, highlighted in the opinion given by
the Committee on Agriculture, and that is that most
of the money spent on farming is pocketed by the
large capitalist concerns of the northern countries,
which, indeed, instead of being exposed to free compe-
tition have reaped the benefits of the co-responsibility
measures and intervention prices. !7e find something
positive in the proposal by the Committee on Agricul-
ture to apply a sliding scale to the imposition of
co-responsibility, with a lower limit which will
exempt small producers.
A third point is the regional issue. I will not say
much, but merely confine myself to the assertion
contained in the opinion of the Regional Committee,
that the cut in spending on the regions shows that the
regional policy is nothing more than a pretence as far
as the Community is concerned.
A fourth point is the problem of industrial policies.
Here we must say something that applies to the
budget in the wider context 
- 
namely, that qualita-
tive and socio-political considerations ought to come
before quantitative considerations. Industry, the deve-
lopment of industry, who could say no ? But I ask
you, what have indusrial policies designed to make
the Community more competitive with Japan and the
United States got to offer Greece ? !(hat will be the
result for Greece ? How will Greece benefit from
Esprit research into information technology ? !7hat
benefit will it get from the Joint Research Centre ?
Quite the reverse, the Community's industrial poli-
cies, aimed at enabling the EEC to comPete with the
other two imperialist centres, are a barrier to the deve-
lopment of Greek industry, as experience so far shows,
a notable example being the petrochemical plant
which we abandoned under pressure from the EEC,
and we are now trying to sell off bit by bit the
machinery we had purchased.
A final point is that of expenditure allotted for
assisting development in the Third ![orld. I7e also
think that this appropriation should have been
increased; but over and above the quantitative aspect
there is another consideration. !7hich criteria apply
for the donation of these sums ? The overriding
criteria are political ones, and we cannot but condemn
the action this morning of the Commission in cutting
off aid to Grenada a few hours before the American
invasion of that country. Is this an expression of the
Commission's moral support for the imperialist inter-
vention in the affairs of the Grenadian people ?
Finally, Mr President, 'l want to mention Greece.
There is the familiar tale that we are making 49
billion out of the EEC budget. Yes, in l98l and 1982,
for which years there are full figures, we did have a
net surplus of 49 billions. I do not ask that we should
compare this figure with any of the other
consequences except one: this is our trade deficit,
which, as a result of membership, rose in those rwo
years to 297 billion drachmas, a figure six times as
great, that is as our net surplus from the EEC. And
you are asking us to pay Great Britain and !7est
Germany ? Bearing in mind that the maior part of the
CAP funds goes to the large capitalist concerns of the
noth, that regional expenditure is being reduced and
that Community criteria are being strengthened, we
believe that the draft budget will have very harmful
consequences for our country if it is implemented. In
view of this, Mr President, I would like to call on our
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friend the President of the Council, who is also the
Greek Minister of Finance, to draw the proper conclu-
sions from what has been said here, and on his
Gov'ernment to set our country on the road to with-
drawal from the EEC with an economic development
policy distinct from the plans of the Community.
-IVtr Gendebien (CDI). 
- 
(FR) I should like first of
all to compliment Mrs Scrivener and the other rappor-
teurs.
In my observation, the European institutions are
lapsing into a sort of coma, brought on by excessive
bureaucracy and above all a lack of political vision.
This situation has been reflected during this debate by
what has seemed to me to be an atmosphere of resig-
nation. S7e are, to be honest, waiting to get our
second wind and, in the meantime,' we should be
under no illusion that public opinion is inspired by
what we have to say. Room for manoeuvre, policy of
.convergence, review of structural funds, own
resources: who can expect the public to warm to such
themes ? To the public, eurocratic terminology is
arcane and the issues remain obscure.
Along with many colleagues, I therefore believe that
we urgently need to draw up a grand design for the
coming generations, to return to the time of imagina-
tion, of boldness, of simple ideas. And I say that we
shall not leave our difficulties behind us until we rise
above money issues, which are in fact only the
pretext, the screen behin6 which we hide our lack of
political will. N7e urgently need to achieve a signifi-
cant qualitative advance in the construction of Europe,
without which there will be no real budget. If we find,
a few weeks from now, that the Athens summit leads
to nothing, we shall be entitled to ask whether the
Council still exists or has regrettably been turned into
a club for impotent old men, a meeting place for polit-
ical zombies.
Ifle know what the solution is. It is to summon up
boldness, to prevail upon the Council to take risks.
Only limited risks, though, since if the Council were
to decide tomorrow to take a major step forward, the
vast majority of our peoples would be sure to approve.
The reasonable but indispensable decisions that we
are waiting for can be summarized as follows:
First, a 50 7o increase in own resources, phased over 5
years. Secondly, a gradual doubling of the Social Fund,
the Regional Fund and food aid. Thirdly, allocation of
significant appropriations for new policies, particularly
on research, development, the environment and trans-
port. Fourthly, a firm timetable for the accession of
Spain and Portugal.
However, even these things would not be enough to
give Europe fresh impetus. There is much talk of new
policies, in connection with which I should like to say
a few words about what I would regard as two new
policies, namely real political cooperation and a secu-
rity policy.
!7ith regard to the former, we stand in greater need
than ever before of intensified political cooperation,
which should be set up on an integrated, permanent
and active footing so as to restore European influence
in the world and arrest the decline in the effectiveness
of our interventions, whether diplomatic or military,
stemming from our inability to act together. There is
no lack of examples: Lebanon, Chad, the war in the
Gulf, Central America.
Finally, Europe will continue to mark time for as long
as we rely for provision for our essential security on
the good will of external hegemonies.
Ladies and gentlemen, there is not a single example
to be found in the whole of history of a plan to
develop a major political union which has not been
accompanied by a parallel plan to develop collective
security. Like it or not, European security 
- 
which
has nothing to do with European militarism, in
whatever guise 
- 
is clearly becoming one of the keys
to the progress of political development. I would add
that if it continues to fail to make proper provision for
its own security, Europe will carry less and less weight
in world affairs and will not even be invited,, qua
Europe, to take part in the international negotiations
that must be held on peace and disarmament.
I shall conclude by saying that there is only one
response to hunger and violation of human righs, to
the increasing international tension, to the folly of
men and nations, and that is to affirm and reaffirm
that the world needs more from Europe. This is why I
for my part, Mr President, refuse to resign myself to
resignation.
Mr Pesmazoglou (NI). 
- 
(GR) Mr President, I too
want to stress the high quality and importance of the
report drawn up by Mrs Scrivener on behalf of the
Committee on Budgets.
This report is notable for its realism and prudence,
and for its clarity and explicitness as well. I say
realism and prudence because it is based on sound
and careful assumptions in the light of the I % VAT
ceiling on the European Community's own resources;
and the clarity and explicitness of Mrs Scrivener's
proposals give a stark emphasis to the economic and
political itnpasse facing us.
\U(e should all, without exception, note the fact that if
inflation is taken into account the total expenditure
proposed in the budget corresponds to a reduction in
real terms, and that certain appropriations which are
crucial for the combat of unemployment, such as the
Social Fund appropriations, are quite clearly being
reduced for the year about to start. In real terms, there
is also a cut in appropriations for the Regional Fund.
Hence, in 1984, two of the basic functions of the Euro-
pean Community will be held back. For the Commu-
nity this is a retrograde step, and it means that the
mechanisms for rejuvenating the European economy
will be weakened.
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This clearly runs counter to our fundamental aims
and is against the interests of our peoples. \tr(/e are
therefore dealing this evening with a very grave polit-
ical problem, and if we do not face this problem we
shall be guilty of gross inadequacy in o'rr duty to the
European Parliament.
My second comment is that the argument that a
policy of austerity does not permit more resources to
be made available is unsatisfactory, for if the 1984
budget contributes to stagnation or to the non-refla-
tion of the European economy this will worsen the
financial problem for all the European countries,
including the economically more powerful countries
which contribute to the Community's resources in
greater measure. This line of thinking, this argument,
is therefore wide of the mark.
My third and last comment is that the very grave polit-
ical problem we are facing today can be solved. I do
not egtee entirely with the observation by Mr
Tugendhat that there will be no scope for a supple-
mentary budget in 1984. On the contrary, I believe
that if we can summon the political will needed to
agree on a mechanism, a procedure, for raising our
own resources along the lines of the ideas we
discussed this morning, it will then be possible for the
national parliaments to ratify this increase in the first
half of 1984, and given this I do not think a supple-
mentary budget in the second half of 1984 is out of
the question. Further, by raising the overall expendi-
ture currently provided for by approximately 5o/o, an
increase, that is, in the order of I 250 million ECU,
such a supplementary budget will, I believe, pave the
way for a better prospect in 1985.
Mr President, I would like to suggest that Mrs Scriv-
ener and the Committee on Budgets examine such a
prospect, which would herald the inception of a polit-
ical approach to this dramatic problem, and that we
view the problem of the 1984 budget in this light'
Mr O'Mahony (S). 
- 
Mr President, I too would like
to add my compliments to Mrs Scrivener for the
magnificent work she has done in the Committee on
Budgets in bringing us so close together in a very diffi-
cult situation.
I believe that the general approach adopted by the
Committee on Budgets to the 1984 budget has been
thoughtful and wise. The views of the Socialist GrouP
have been given due prominence in the proposals of
the committee and a genuine attempt has been made
to achieve the best possible approach to the budget in
the light of the real constraints which exist. The fact
that the draft budget proposed by the Council had, of
necessity, brought expenditure proposals very close to
the ceiling of our own resources was the most obvious
constraint facing the committee. I/e calculated, as you
know that the gap between the Council's proposals on
expenditure and the legal ceiling on resources is about
550 m ECUs, although time will tell.
\Ufle noted, however, that in preparing its expenditure
proposals the Council had cut the amounts proposed
by the Commission in a number of very important
policy areas. These included, in particular, cuts in
payment appropriations of 200m ECU to the Regional
Fund, of 450m ECU to the Social Fund and 375m
ECU to development aid. !flhile it is true that the
Commission's original proposals in these areas were
somewhat inflated in view of the present financial
climate, the cuts proposed by the Council would have
led to a fall in real terms in spending during 1984 on
regional and social policy and on development aid
among other areas. This was clearly unacceptable to
the Committee on Budgets. Under the circumstances,
the committee had no alternative but to seek to
restore the cuts in payments made by the Council up
to the legal limit allowed by the ceiling of the
Community's own resources.
In distributing the 550m. ECU available to it in non-
compulsory expenditure under the reveflue ceiling, I
believe the committee has chosen the right priorities.
It is clear that regional and social policy expenditure
should have priority given the cuts in these areas
made by the Council and given the reality that
regional inequalities and unemployment predominate
in the current profile of the Community. It is clear
also that increased development aid must continue to
be a priority of this Parliament, not only on moral
grounds, but also on grounds of European self-in-
terest. The continuing development crises in the
Third !florld are not only an affront to our common
humanity, but they also increase instabiliry in the
world's economic and political systems, with all the
self-evident dangers which that entails for developed
and under-developed nations alike.
The proposals made by the Committee on Budgets to
increase expenditure in the regional, social and deve-
lopment aid sectors of the budget, while they do not
restore the full amount sought by the Commission, do
at least ensure that spending in these areas in 1984
will be approximately equal to that of 1983 in real
terms. Objectively, of course, these levels of expendi-
ture remain grossly inadequate to meet the needs of
the Community, but no more could be done by the
committee in view of the legal constraints imposed by
the ceiling on our resources.
I believe that Members of this House will be pleased
to note that, while it was not posible to increase
payments for industrial policy to any significant
degree, the Committee on Budgets has proposed that
commitments of 1.2 billion ECUs be entered in the
budget as an indication of the priority we shall attach
to this policy when the Community's revenue is ulti-
mately increased. All of us are deeply aware that the
Regional and Social Funds alone cannot meet the chal-
lenge of unemployment and the structural problems
of industry in 
.the Community particularly in the
peripheral regions. We must have a well-funded indus-
trial policy at the earliest possible date, not only for
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the reasons I have mentioned, but also if we are to
withstand import penetration from the United States
and Japan in the future.
All in all, therefore, I believe that the Committee on
Budgets has done the best possible job that it could
do given the financial restraints imposed on it.
The real problem facing the Community, however, is
to decide how to act politically to secure an increase
in our own resources while, at the same time, elimi-
nating those distortions in the common agricultural
policy which lead to surplus production by the weal-
thier Member States. The Committee on Budgets has
proposed a method of leverage for use against the
Council of Ministers in an attempt to unblock the
financial log-jam. As we know, it proposes to put 5Yo
of the agricultural Guarantee Fund and all of the
so-called UK and Federal German refund of 1.2
billion ECUs into a reserve to be released only on the
achievement of a satisfactory Council decision on
Community financing. Clearly Parliament must
protest at the position it is faced with in relation to
the budget. 'W'e cannot stay silent at a moment when
we have hit the ceiling of our resources and there is
no provision in the 1984 budget for increases in agri-
cultural prices next year or for increases in real terms
in regional and social spending in development aid in
industrial policy, in transport policy and other fields.
The question, of course, is where do we go from here ?
Clearly, we must now await the result of the Athens
Summit. There is still some minimal hope that the
Council may at last face its responsibilities at that
stage. However slight the prospect of movement at
Athens may be 
- 
and it is very slight 
- 
we have no
option but to wait and see what that outcome will be.
If there is no movement in Athens, however, then a
different situation may emerge, which may require a
radical response from this Parliament. 'We clearly
cannot carry on next year with a budget which makes
no provision for agricultural price increases and which
imposes severe restraints on expenditure in other vital
economic and social areas. The proposal to place 50/o
of the EAGGF (Guarantee) in reserve in Chapter 100
has no effective meaning, of course, since this is
compulsory expenditure. Nevertheless, the tactic of
using the reserve fund and commitment appropria-
tions in other fields, including that of industrial
policy, does commend itself at this first reading. If
this does not work, then Parliament will seriously
have to consider its options in December.
Finally, I would like to comment briefly on the contri-
bution of agricultural surpluses to the Community's
financial crisis. I agree that there can be no moral or
economic iustification for l{rge undisposable surpluses
in agricultural products at a [ime of massive unemploy-
ment and worsening regional inequality in the
Community. It would be an act of insanity for this
Community to continue to produce surpluses to the
detriment of other policy objectives. But agriculture is
not a homogeneous entity throughout the Commu-
nity, nor is it of equal importance in the various
Member States. Measures to deal with agricultural
surpluses must take this into account and must
discriminate in favour of Member States which are
heavily dependent on agriculture and which have no
alternative means of creating wealth. IThy should
industrialized farms in Holland, for example, be
treated in the same way as small low-production units
in Ireland ? Yet the Commission's proposed superlevy
would affect these as if they were similar enterprises
in economies at equal levels of development. This is
clearly as inequitable and as insane as the problem of
surpluses themselves, and I think it is appropriate at
this stage that we should attempt finally to convince
the Commission that the proposal they have made in
relation to milk surpluses is insane, it is grossly inequi-
table and it is probably the principal obstacle to
finding a solution at the Athens Summit. I do hope
that the Commission will take on board the notion
that there must be discrimination in the way in which
agricultural surpluses are dealt with as between the
Member States, taking into account the extent to
which various Member States depend upon agriculture
as a means of creating wealth.
Mr Croux (PPE). 
- 
(NL) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the President of the Council has just said
that Parliament is threatening to complicate matters
for the final decision-making process. At first glance,
that might indeed appear to be true. 'We want 5o/o of.
agricultural expenditure put in the reserve and the
British contribution and the German problem dealt
with under Chapter 100, but I should like to say a few
words about this, Mr President.
A parliament can adopt two positions: it can make
things difficult, make trouble, but I am convinced that
that is not the case here. A parliambnt is also the body
that represents the people, is elected by the people,
with a duty to give expression to the views of the
people that are brought to our attention during the
elections, for example, and also by numerous opinion
polls. The majority say that the construction of
Europe must continue.
A second objection is that Parliament is making
things unnecessarily complicated. Mr President of the
Council, I believe that Parliament is doing what is
necessary at a time when a maior crisis is threatening
our European Community. Parliament combines the
various major problems to form a single package, but
a logical line is followed throughout. There is a strong
financial and political link between the various
elements, and they were also linked by the European
Council in Stuttgart : the British contribution, the
reform of the Agricultural Fund and new financial
resources.
il
I
;
I
:
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Everyone realizes that these aspects are linked to the
financing of the Community, which is in serious diffi-
culty in this respect. Payment of advances has even
had to be suspended. That is surely an obvious
symptom. \U(/'e cannot go on like this after more than
25 years of the European Community. New guide-
lines, reforms and restructuring are sorely needed.
There are so many quotations from members of the
Council ; 'la nouaelle politique industrielle, l'espace
europden industriel, l'espace sociali the internal
market, new technology and so on. But the moment
has now come when decisions can no longer be post-
poned. That was what was announced in Stuttgart, and
the knot must be untangled in Athens. Those who
must take the decisions must at least ensure that a
major step is taken towards a solution'
Ladies and gentlemen, Mr Notenboom has said how
things must be, and we have repeatedly heard refer-
ence here to replacement policy, synergy and the redis-
tribution of financial resources. The Albert and Ball
report gave some striking examples : the Community
multiplier can be two to four in some sectors, that is
to say, efforts in a well-organized European context
can be twice to four times as effective, in such areas as
scientific research, industrial policy and technological
development.
Mr President of the Council, I ask you to do every-
thing possible to ensure that the Athens meeting is a
success. !7e are not sure what will happen in Athens'
Few people in Europe appreciate the gravity of the
crisis we face. The Athens meeting can do a great deal
in this respect" and it will not therefore surprise you
that this Parliament intends to structure its budget
during the first reading between Stuttgart and Athens.
This is a great challenge for the Council of Ministers.
!(e hope the Council has an answer to these
problems. Parliament will consequently be voting
tomorrow for the compromise that was reached last
week in the hope that the Council will draw the neces-
sary conclusions.
(Applause)
Mr Kyrkos (COM). 
- 
(GR) Mr President, the Coun-
cil's draft budget that we are debating mirrors the
decline of the Community. The picture could be very
different if the Community were to make the most of
the boundless possibilities of an independent course'
Our optimism for the future is concealed in this asser-
tion.
These latter days Europe is on the streets. The fight
against Pershing and Cruise and for the nuclear
disarming of our continent, to include the SS 20s as
well, is directly connected not only with the outlook
for peace but also with the fight against unemploy-
ment, the fight to release resources from the insane
arms-race for the funding of development
programmes. These matters are related directly to our
budget, constituting as they do one of its main policy
planks, and it is extremely encouraging that in this
nearly all sides of the House have concurred.
At odds with the criteria established by Parliament,
the Council has produced a draft budget which freezes
and downgrades Regional Fund expenditure, drasti-
cally prunes the Social Fund endowment and allocates
just 3 million ECU for the integrated Mediterranean
programmes, thus debasing right from the start one of
the Community's most important initiatives with
regard to the convergence of the economies, while at
the same time it responds generously to the British
demand for a huge return of funds, and in this respect
also it conflicts with the express view of Parliament.
It is argued that this is an interim budget, that it has
been shaped by the threat of exhaustion of our
resources, by the expectation that the global negotia-
tions on raising the I % ceiling, restructuring the
common agricultural policy and developing new poli-
cies, which began in Stuttgart and are due to culmi-
nate in Athens, will solve all the problems as if by
magic. But even if it does turn out this way, this is all
the more reason why the budget ought to contain
some indications that a search is on for a new face
and r6le for the Community. I think Mrs Scrivener
had this in mind when she wrote, in her painstaking
report, that the draft budget should be the first impor-
tant measure of the Council's desire and ability to
move forward. There are no such indications, whereas
they did exist in the guidelines we Put forward.
Because a lot is being said about cutting back on CAP
expenditure, let me cite iust one figure for the benefit
of those who, without stressing the need for change in
the structure of this expenditure, call for curbs on the
level of EAGGF guarantee spending. For each Person
employed in her agriculture Greece, the Poorest
country in the Community, receives just 12 ECU,
whilst Holland, for instance, receives 14 ECU. I feel
sure that no one wishes this disparity to continue.
Community proSress cannot be reconciled with the
wealthy countries' defence of selfish interests, and I
would ask that we give particular heed to the rappor-
teur's assertion in paragraph 23 of the report 
- 
and
this is of ,crucial political importance 
- 
that the
fueezing of Community expenditure at present levels
constitutes a marked reduction in real terms and a
genuine suspension of the process of integration.
We do not believe that Parliament can be misled by
the argument of the exhaustion of resources, and it is
quite obvious that all of us in this Chamber know
what can and must be done.'S7e must, therefore, insist
on an increase in these resources, on their collection
in accordance with the principle of modulation, and
that the distribution of expenditure is aimed towards
convergence 0f the economies and at a drive for
growth, with emphasis on the new technologies and
industrial investments, which must not remain the
preserve of the developed countries but must be
spread out over the whole Community.
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I(e believe that the stand taken by Parliament should
give a clear signal to the Athens Summit that it is
essential for the Community to step out boldly
towards new economic and political horizons in
response to its peoples' wishes.
Mr Fich (S). 
- 
(DA) Mr President, we are about to
enter a period in which major changes will occur in
important sectors of the Community's Present func-
tion. These changes will be forced on us quite simply
by the untenable situation in the relation between the
agricultural arrangements and the Community's own
resources, but they will also be forced on us by other
factors, and these changes must take place at the close
of 1983 or at the latest the start of 1984. It is against
this background that we are debating the budget for
1984. This means, of course, that it is a budget in
which, so to speak, we stand by and wait. For we
know that the next time a budget is debated, it will be
in different circumstances : it cannot be otherwise,
within the logic of things.
So we wait, and our ambitions in respect of this
budget are therefore naturally limited. I think we can
say that these ambitions fall into the rwo following
categories. To begin with, we want to have a budget
before the close of 1983 
- 
not just any budget, but a
sensible budget. Secondly, we want the budget drawn
up in such a way that we can take account of any deci-
sions which may be taken at the summit mepting in
Athens. For that reason, we have remained within the
I % ceiling. S7e have remained within a financial
margin which is not incredibly large and which, at all
events, severely limits the difference between what the
Council of Ministers and what Parliament think can
be spent on an extraordinary basis this year. And we
have left some things open which are directly related
to the Athens summit, as v,,le do not think that we can
take proper decisions on them at the present time.
Let me run through some elements in the draft
budget before us. I7e have proposed that a further
amount of 575 million ECU be frozen, in addition to
what the Council had proposed, for the EAGGF
(Guarantee Section). This, of course, covers many possi-
bilities, but, when the Council of Minsiters talks of
possible savings of I 200 million ECU under various
arrangements, for which the period has expired, we
are in fact only making partial allowance for the
savings which the Council of Ministers itself 
- 
at
least some quarters in the Council of Ministers 
-think could be achieved. And in any case it is impor-
tant that some savings be rmade, if only for the reason
that the extent of the price increases in the spring of
1984 will quite simply depend on the savings it has
been possible to make now in the agricultural budget.
Clearly, when we are up to the I % ceiling, the price
increases can only depend on what savings are made
in the same sector.
The extraordinary repayments to Great Britain and
'Western Germany are again on the table for the
fourth year in succession, and this 
- 
I have said it
before 
- 
is an utterly grotesque situation. There was
no argument in favour of making them to start with,
and there is no argument for continuing them' In
addition, there is the experience we have had with
them over the years they have been made, and this
experience does not say much in favour of the system.
Everyone here realizes that there is a so-called British
problem, but it is not a budgetary problem; it is a
problem related to the development of industry and
agriculture in Great Britain, nothing else. Now this
money is being frozen, and we support that: in this
way we. have demonstrated clearly that we do not want
the present system to be continued. \fle are in effect
giving our backing to the resolution adopted by Parlia-
ment in February, declaring that this system cannot
continue.
\flith regard to the Social Fund, let me say that we
have gained confidence in it and the progress it has
achieved. !U7e now see that it assigns clearer priority to
the question of the young unemployed, and we are
glad that there seems to be agreement between the
political groups on a certain increase in this Fund. But
we would stress that this is a drop in the ocean
compared with the real problems we are faced with. It
is, of course, an important drop, but it is no more
than that. In that connection, I would say that there is
a proposal in our package to transfer the 64'5 million
ECU in Chapter 100 of the budget for 1983 to the
Social Fund under the 1984 budget, and we want it
entered directly under the budgetary item concerned.
rJTe expect the Commission to present such a prop-
osal, and we should very much likg, before we come
to vote on the budget, to have a clear indication from
the Commission that it will put forward such a prop-
osal, for the consensus which has built up on the 1984
budget depends to a large extent on whether the
Commission makes a proposal to effect this transfer.
Finally, I should like to say on the subject of the
Social Fund that it can never replace a ProPer
economic policy. At a time when certain Community
countries are pursuing a policy of cutbacks and
economic restrictions, it would be of no help if we
increased the Social Fund tenfold: it cannot comPen-
sate for the wrong economic policies.
As far as development and cooperation are concerned,
everyone here knows that this is a priority area for the
Socialist Group. 'We are glad that there seems to be
agreement this year on a substantial increase. \7e have
the impression that we have got this area under better
control as time has passed. '!trfle see that new food-aid
strategies are being applied, that aid is being given
through non-governmental organizations, and that
support is being given to the non-associated countries
through the regional banks. \7e consider all these
measures to be expedient. but it is not right that it
should be Parliament, every single year, which has to
compensate from its margin for the massacre Perpe-
trated each year by the Council of Ministers on the
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development and cooperation section. It cannot be
right for the Ministers to travel the world and tell
everyone how kind we are in the EEC towards the
developing countries and then come back home and
cut the relevant section of the budget to pieces. !7e
cannot allow that to go on indefinitely.
Let me, by way of a small but important detail,
mention the consumer. '!7e are pleased that there is a
consensus on a re-examiniation of the Commission's
proposal, but it must be regarded as a minimum. !7e
know very well that a majority of governments are on
the side of industry and agriculture, but we did not
dream that they were so much on their side that they
could simply axe the consumer share by half. I7e now
expect the amount to be reinstated.
On the question of cultural policy and education in
general, I must note again and deeply deplore the fact
that quite a few millions are being set aside for this
purpose. I ask myself why it was not realized at the
outset that there is an organization called the Council
of Europe, which operates in fields such as this. And
besides, this field is quite simply not one covered by
the treaties which govern our activities. The money we
are using for this purpose, which falls outside the trea-
ties, is after all taken away from more important fields
such as the fight against unemployment, regional deve-
lopment and the like. I think it is high time that the
Council of Ministers took a serious look at this,
because pilot proiects are being run without any legal
basis, and pilot projects grow and grow until, eventu-
ally, they become permanent. I ask myself therefore
whether it is not time that the Council of Ministers
took a serious look at this whole question of culture
and education, so that we can have these proiects
stopped.
I will conclude by saying that, in my opinion, it will
not be possible this year to get agreement between the
Council of Ministers and Parliament on the 1984
budget, as it was last year. There must be a certain flex-
ibility, not so much as far as the legal aspects are
concerned as in regard to the amounts of money to be
used for the various projects. After all, when it comes
down to it,'it is only peppercorns we are talking
about. Parliament has the right to add 2o/o to the
entire budget. Thus it is petty-cash items we are
dealing with, and it would be unreasonable if it led to
conflict. After all, we have enough conflicts already.
Mr Protopapadakis (PPE). 
- 
(GR) At this time
every year, when examining the budget of our
Community, we have the opportunity to reflect on
how much the European idea, the idea which sets
things moving on a European scale, has matured
within us. Vhen the citizens of the Community see
the budget as a means to growth, as an instrument
which helps us to adiust to the heightened demands
of the common market so that we can enjoy the
greater bounty it brings, then we can say that the Euro-
pean idea is making progresb. Conversely, when our
approach to the Community is that of a poor relation
whose only concern is with how much he is given,
and who is satisfied only when he receives more than
he gives, then we can say that the European idea has
not yet come to maturity. At this point I want to
make an appeal to my own country, and especially to
the present Greek Government 
- 
without wishing to
say that it is the only government that is guilty 
- 
to
stop encouraging the 'poor relation' frame of mind in
the Greek people and to let them develop the attitude
of the dynamic producer, which befits better their
lively Mediterranean temperaments. Unfortunately, it
transpires that the poor relation fits in better with the
government's policy than does the dynamic producer,
because the latter needs freedom of action in which to
make the most of his abilities. However, the poor rela-
tion does not fit well with Communiry policy, because
he does not inspire trust that he will make productive
use of the money he asks for. Thus, while amend-
ments have been tabled in Parliament seeking that
Greece be granted 300 million of the 550 million
ECU that Parliament has at its disposal 
- 
and only a
poor relation would have the fatuousness to seek such
a share for himself 
- 
our government has won
disdainful smiles instead, thereby humiliating a proud
people. And after the humiliation begins the
complaint: 'they don't give us anything, they don't
help us'and suchlike. So let us ourselves build up big
companies after the fashion of the free-trading world
which has done this and prospered, let us work hard
and productively so that we too can reach its level. \ure
have the brains, and we have the dynamism as well.
However, we also have Papandreou Socialism, and
therein lies our problem. Our partners cannot put this
problem right for us: we shall do that by ourselves.
I move on now to another issue of concern to the
Community in connection with the 1984 budget 
-the substantial increase in commitment appropria-
tions. There are many who claim that the fault lies
with the common agricultural policy, but this is an
over-simplification. It is not the CAP which soaks up
the credits, but rather certain of its sectors. These are
the dairy sector, which takes up 30o/o ol CAP credits,
and the beef, fats (seed oils, etc.) and grain sectors,
which take up an equivalent amount. I stress the
figures because I note that whenever of late there has
been discussion about the rise in budgetary expendi-
ture shots have been fired against olive oil and the
other Mediterranean products, which take up only
20o/o of CAP credits. Logic has it that if we wish to
limit the rise in CAP expenditure we should do so in
the sectors which account for the bulk of spending. In
no way can it be said that the Mediterranean products
take up much of the spending. \7hat is more, the
Mediterranean products still have need of substantial
support in order to make their cultivation profitable
and attractive. Certainly, this will become will become
attractive if given Community support and if the
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conditions I mentioned earlier are allowed to apply 
-
namely, if the government gives its suPPort to
go-ahead farmers and gets off the backs of citizens
who wish to do some good for the national economy.
Only then will it be able to give full effect to its
policy in accordance with the principles of the CAP.
It is this which will make it possible for the farming
population to return to the land, and, as I have said,
ihis can only come about rf dynamic farmers are able
to earn a living which gives them independence.
President. 
- 
!fle shall now move on to Section I 
-European Parliament 
- 
in the debate on the 1984
draft budget.
Mr Goerens (L). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, if we are to believe the carpers, the Euro-
pean Community will never be able to improve on its
record of years of fruitless summit meetings and abor-
tive reforms and will forever be floundering in its
budgetary problems. Granted, the Community is
obliged to exercise discipline when it is close to the
limits of its resources. ln 1984, this will mean better
allocation of the funds available an{ elimination of all
unnecessary expense and waste.
In its concern at this situation, this House, which has
to vote on the budget of the Communities, should
look first and foremost for a clear, transParent Presen-
tation of the draft budget in general and its own
section of it in particular.
Unfortunately, there is reason to question whether the
principle of clarity is consistently applied.
It is certainly rrue that implementation of the Parlia-
ment's budget offers many opportunities for manipula-
tion, so that there is definitely some call for wariness
and a goodly measure of scepticism when examining
the fusembly's budget. For instance, if we compare
the explanatory staternent accomPanying the draft
budget for 1984 with its predecessor, we find informa-
tion on transfers of staff or indeed on the policy to be
pursued in regard to Parliament's seat.'$7'e are entitled
to ask why it has become a tradition for many of the
appropriations in Parliament's budget to be under-
spent. Since this is the case, the small increase over
1983 in the total amount of appropriations does not
necessarily bespeak the discipline enioined by some
people. In this connection, it is as well to remember,
in 
-y view, that Parliament's President and
Committee on Budgets can authorize transfers of
appropriations within { given chlpter'
The effect of these budgetary practices has been that
the Parliament's budget has lacked the clarity and
transparency which are essential requirements for a
Parliament which is anxious to affirm its budgetary
prerogatives and is obliged, in view of the many
constraints within which it has to oPerate, to exercise
strict discipline. In fact, we should be examining our
consciences in the light of the unedifying experience
of recent years. There is no need to dwell on the
hypocritical posturinSs of some Honourable Members
in this connection, or to scrutinize some of the things
that have bebn said in this Chamber. Unfortunately,
they do not stand up to scrutiny in the cold light of
day, in many respects. Let us therefore forswear unnec-
essary polemics and instead concentrate on a number
of points which should be claiming our close atten-
tion and influencing our thinking.
The first point to note is that some 170 members of
the European Parliament's staff have moved camP' so
to speak, in eighteen months. \flhereas there were 280
staff of the secretariat and the political grouPs working
in Brussels in November 1981, the number had risen
to some 450, includin g 127 in grade A, by the first
quarter of 1983. These figures speak volumes.
However, they have been studiously ignored. I would
remind the House in this connection of the judgment
delivered on l0 February 1983 by the Court of
Justice, which states that the transfer of personnel
must not be allowed to exceed certain limits, since
otherwise there would be a breach of Article 4 of the
Decision of 8 April 1965. !7e must therefore resist all
those who wish to ignore the Treaties and are
concerned only to reduce the European Parliament's
secretariat in Luxembourg to the status of a mail
sorting office. Similarly, if it does not wish to lose all
credibility, Parliament must desist from the double
standards of simultaneously exhorting budgetary strin-
gency and inflating costs inordinately by holding its
meetings in a place which is manifestly more exPen-
sive than Strasbourg and Luxembourg. How can we
avoid such inconsistencies in future ?
That is the question that we should be asking
ourselves. The answer is in fact straightforward : quite
simply, Parliament should henceforward Pursue a
much more transparent policy, free from ulterior
motives and insincerity. I cannot, therefore, refrain
from inviting Honourable Members, who never leave
off bemoaning the budgetary difficulties of the Euro-
pean Community, to adopt a new attitude, a new
outlook. For this Parliament to meet anywhere other
than in the places acknowledged to be the least expen-
sive, namely Strasbourg and Luxembourg, is no way to
practise budgetary stringency. By the same token, the
members of the European Parliament's Bureau are
wasting their time and the taxpayer's money when
they discuss the establishment of an extension of the
secretariat's services and offices in Brussels during
their meetings, when this same Parliament has already
asked the Luxembourg Government to arrange for the
building of some 400 offices and this proiect is now
in progress.
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Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, stringency begins
with the avoidance of waste. Unfortunately, there are
those among us who stubbornly refuse to accept this
self-evident truth. Although this regrettable attitude
has been in evidence ever since the direct elections to
the European Parliament, Mrs Veil always succeeded
in inspiring confidence in the representatives of the
smallest countries of the Community. For nearly two
years now, though, Members from my country have
had the distinct impression during debates in the
House that more importance is attached to the
personal convenience of certain Members than to the
legal and economic arguments advanced on the
subject of where the European Parliament's sittings
should be held. Although I dare not compare the
policy pursued by the first directly elected European
Parliament with its original ambitions, I am perplexed
by the difference between the attitudes of this presid-
ency and those of Mrs Simone Veil's presidency
which, I repeat, treated all arguments on their merits,
including those of Members representing the small
countries of the Community. It is my most earnest
wish to see a return to that spirit of tolerance and
understanding in this Chamber. I therefore invite
those who do nothing but preach to the large coun-
tries and ignore the legitimate interests of the smallest
country in the Community to keep their own counsel.
A clear and detailed presentation of the budget,
backed up by the discipline which is needed from all
of us, would undoubtedly make for a considerable
improvement in the badly tarnished reputation of this
House.
President. 
- 
tUTe shall now move on to Section III
- 
Commission 
- 
in the debate on the 1984 dnft
budget.
Mr W'oltjer (S). 
- 
(NL)lVhen the discussion of the
1984 agricultural budget begins, everyone knows that
we are in fact already looking ahead to the reform of
the agricultural policy. Everyone then realizes that we
are in fact discussing a budget that will never be
realistic again. Agriculture is clearly due for reform,
and the Commission too has now realized this by not
only publishing its reform proposals this summer but
also indicating in actual regulations how it wants this
reform to be carried out.
Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I believe we must
all take a very realistic view of the agricultural budget.
The budget we have before us now is in fact a budget
which quite simply leaves no room for further choices
or experimens. It is obvious that present expenditure
on agriculture is far too high and, quite clearly, that is
because of the incredible surpluses of certain products.I need only mention skimmed-milk powder : the
conversion of this product into milk for calves and
animal feeding-stuffs costs an incredible amount of
money, and in this way we have allowed things to get
out of hand.
\7hen we were discussing the 1983 budget last year,
the Commission was clearly of the opinion that it had
proved it could keep agricultural expenditure under
control. Those of us who criticized the Commission
and pointed out that the favourable results were due
to circumstances, to such factors as world market
prices, were relentlessly reproved, the contention
being that the results were due to good management.
The year 1983 has proved the Commission terribly
wrong, and we now await the outcome of the Athens
meeting and the decisions of the Council to see what
1984 will bring. I have thus already indicated what
this Parliamenr's task will be in the coming months,
and I sincerely hope that we farming people will
realize that it is extremely important for the common
agricultural policy to be maintained and for the unlim-
ited guarantees for surplus production to come to an
end.
I want to make this very clear here. Parliament has
after all a duty which it can no longer shrug off as it
did last year, for example, when it took decisions on
agricultural prices while clearly stating that the budget
could not go on indefinitely in its present from.
The second important point I want to make here
concerns the maior problem that lurks behind the
whole of this agricultural budget : marketing. I have
tabled a number of amendments, and I am pleased to
see that the Committee on Budgets has approved
them. They mainly concern energy consumption and
farm animals.
There is a danger that iess and less interest will be
taken in these aspects, because we are busy discussing
the great policy that will solve the problem of surplus
production although we are not in fact capable of
finding a reasonable solution. As a result, we are not
really paying enough attention to the rest of the agri-
cultural policy. !7ith this budget, which is in facr a
realistic budget, I have tried to ensure that we also
consider the details and the use of energy in parti-
cular.
I point out, for example, that converting skimmed-
milk powder into animal feeding-stuffs is incredibly
expensive, partly because of the energy consumed in
the process. This is incredibly expensive, too expen-
sive and in fact irresponsible. I am therefore pleased
that the Committee on Budgets has agreed to a few
amendments. I have also referred to another impor-
tant aspect, the welfare of farm animals. I consider it
very important that these points should not be swept
under the table at a time when the major issues are
attracting all the attention.
That was what I wanted to say on behalf of my group
on the agricultural budget, and I hope that we shail
get further with it this year.
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Mr Dalsass (PPE). 
- 
(DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, if we think of the Stuttgart summit and
the Commission's proposals for agricultural reform as
well as its recent decision to suspend payment of
advances for agricultural exports for the time being
which we debated this afternoon, it is hardly
surprising that agricultural spending and policy have
corne under such close scrutiny in the budgetary
debate.
It is far from surprising, considering what a large
proportion of the Community budget is allocated to
the farm sector and how anxious the European Parlia-
ment is to launch Community initiatives in other
areas. Since these initiatives are often hampered by
the unavailability of funds, certain political quarters
are behaving as though the CAP had been totally
mismanaged. The CAP's critics consist of political
groups with virtually no interest in agriculture because
it employs only a small labour force in their countries
and political groups which do not have close ties with
farming for ideological reasons.
A speaker earlier this afternoon could not otherwise
havi referred somewhat deprecatingly to the budget's
disproportionate spending on agriculture, blaming
farm expenditure for restricting the European Parlia-
ment's financial scope. These colleagues need to be
reminded in the budget debate that the CAP's goals
and management were and still are correct.
The CAP has permitted free trading in farm firoducts
and enabled the Community to achieve a high degree
of self-sufficiency, from which consumers have also
benefited. !7hen there was a severe shortage of labour
in other sectors of the dconomy, especially industry,
the CAP enabled workers to be released from farming.
The CAP also prevented rural areas from becoming
too sparsely populated, With all the associated advan-
tages. I am not pretending that the CAP does not
have its faults and that stronger action should not
have been taken to iron them out ; I am, however,
confident that correctivE action will be taken soon
without jeopardizing the livelihoods of farming
communities, which would have negative conse-
quences.
I just wanted to show that the CAP does have its
merits, since it is coming under such heavy fire at the
moment. It must be said, however, that reforming the
CAP will cost money, because agricultural policy is a
Communiry policy and one which, unlike those poli-
cies that are just taking shape, is made on a European
basis. It must also be said that these savings alone will
not be adequate to fi4ance new policies ; this will
require an increase in qiur own resources. \7e should
conduct our debate along these lines, knowing as we
do that policies can be implemented better and more
cheaply on a Communlty basis.
I would, however, like to ask the Council in this
connection whether there is really any political inten-
tion to implement other policies on a Community
basis. Up to now it has unfortunately looked as
though there was not, for otherwise certain decisions
would have been transferred from a national basis to a
Community one. I would like to Put this question to
the Council, hoping for the sake of better European
integration that more Community policies can be
implemented
Mr Vitale (COM). 
- 
(IT) Mr President, this year
more than ever before the question of the common
agricultural policy is seen to be linked to the problem
oi an overall reform of the budget. Mr lToltier pointed
to the connection a short while a9o, and the
Committee on Budgets rightly stressed it by
increasing the reserve under Chapter 100 in order to
put pressure on the Council.
!fle support the stringency measures for agricultural
expenditure and we therefore suPPort some of the
proposals contained in the Commission's celebrated
Document No 500. \7e support them, I want to say to
Mr Dalsass, not from ideological conviction but
because some of these proposals finally put a limit on
the unlimited guarantees which until now have given
greater rewards for the activities of sPeculators than
for the work of producers.
'$7e are in agreement with reducing the Suarantees
above a certain threshold and in favour of the gradual
approximation of internal prices to those practised by
our competitors outside the Communiry. !7e should
remind ourselves although the Commission
appears to forget it 
- 
that about one-half of the
EAGGF is accounted for by two items only: milk
surpluses and export refunds. Reduction of expendi-
ture under these headings would be very welcome.
That is not to say that we are exclusively concerned
with budgetary considerations: on the contrary, the
budget provides us with an opPortunity for a review, a
readiustment and a redistribution of expenditure
which is a necessary condition for strengthening the
Community's agriculture. Strengthening 
- 
not weak-
ening. Nobody would deny that agriculture has a
unique role to play, both within the Community and
in its international relations.
The Commission in its Document No 500 has failed
to seize this opportunity, I say to Commissioner
Tugendhat. The cuts are flecessary, but according to
the Commission's proposals the axe is to fall equally
on all social groups, all geographical areas, all produc-
tive sectors 
- 
with the result that the existing imbal-
ances will only be exacerbated. Imbalances between
the big dairy-farmers with their own processing Plants
and the small husbandmen, between the big cereal
and meat producers and the smallholders of the Medi-
terranean region, between 
- 
in a word 
- 
those who
produce for the intervention machinery and those
who produce for the market.
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\U/e shall fight for these issues when the matters come
to be debated in detail.
The Committee on Budgets has very properly put
employment among its priorities ; but the first thing
we can do to prevent more unemployment is to
ensure that hundreds of thousands of small farmers in
the Community's poorest areas are not forced to leave
the land. Another way we can contribute to employ-
ment is through a serious effort in structural policy :
land reform, conversions, the problem of hill farming,
afforestation. There's work to be done there and it
could provide jobs for some of today's unemployed.
All too often, when we talk about the problem of
employment we forget that agriculture is one of the
main sources of employment.
The Committee on Budgets is also right to accord
high priority to combating world hunger; but, again,
does this not require a revision of the present
common agricultural policy, which, by swamping the
developing countries with our surpluses, prevents their
autonomous development ? This is why we regard the
Budget Committee's priorities 
- 
unlike the Commis-
sion's proposals on the common agricultural policy 
-not merely as an attempt to readjust the role of agricul-
ture, but as a launching-point for the revival of agricul-
ture in parallel with a reform of the budget.
Mr Davern (DEP). 
- 
Mr President, the 1984 general
budget as proposed by the Committee on Budgets of
this Parliament is nothing short, to my mind, of a
scandal and another fatal blow in this continuing
haranguing of the CAP.
On the one hand, there is a proposal to reduce
EAGGF (Guarantee)spending by 825 m ECU by trans-
ferring this amount to a general reserve fund. This
means that these 825 m ECU, which, according to the
Commission, are essential to the agricultural sector in
1984, are being held over to meet the cost of the
1984-85 price package even though they have been
earmarked already for other regions.
This situation is ludicrous, because the budgetary cost
of the common agricultural policy is calculated in
billions of ECU, and the 825 m ECU will barely
scratch the surface. The real reason behind this
manoeuvre is that those in the Commission, in the
Parliament and in the Council who are no friends of
the CAP are trying to force the Council of Ministers
and, indeed, the Heads of State and Government
meeting in Athens at the beginning of next
December to reform the CAP purely on the basis of
budgetary considerations, while refusing to take into
account the real reasons for the present difficult situa-
tion in agriculture. I will come back to this point.
On the other hand, the Commission and the Euro-
pean Parliament's Committee on Budgets are ignoring
something that is essential : the truthfulness of this
budget, the truth about how money is spent. I refer
first of all to some figures. The CAP does not have the
adverse effects which are often attributed to it. It is
frequently said that agriculture accounts for a very
large portion of Community spending, and that is true
- 
all the more so as there is no other common policy
in the Community. However, there must be budgetary
transparency 
- 
transparency that shows the real facts,
which cannot be repeated often enough. In 1983, the
real cost of the EAGGF (Guarantee) was 49.77 o/o ol
the budget (this figure will even be lower in 1984 at
42.6 %) and not the 7l o/o which is on the lips of all
those who are continually attacking the CAP. The
general public, I think, should be made aware of these
and other facts.
Firstly, it must be emphasized that the CAP provides
considerable receipts for the Community budget, the
great majority of which are not taken into account
when determining the cost of the CAP. The amount
concerned is more than 2 billion ECU and is more
than sufficient to cover the entire cost of the farm
price package each year.
Secondly, all the expenditure which has been decided
on for political or other reasons and which has
nothing whatsoever to do with the farmers of Europe
is being charged to agricultural spending. I specifically
refer to expenditure arising from bilateral and multilat-
eral agreements, and in particular to that old warhorse,
New Zealand butter. This cost the Community, and
my own country, 40 million, whereas the sole benefi-
ciary is the UK. The amount of butter imported by
the UK is the same as the total imported by the other
nine Community countries, and that is an aspect we
must take care of. The ACP sugar, which some might
refer to as the Tate & Lyle sugar, costs, in Irish money,
320 million, and again one of the main beneficiaries
is the UK. I am referring to cereal substitutes, which
wreak havoc in the Community grain and milk
sectors, where the cost is more, in Irish terms again,
than 700 million ; to beef import concessions, for in
spite of the fact that we are now self-sufficient in beef
and have become an exporter to the world market, we
are still granting concessions to other countries to
export beef to Europe. Other expenditure of the same
nature is accounted for by food aid refunds, accession
compensatory amounts and, finally, by MCAs, which
are one of the main reasons for trade distortions and
unfair competition in the agricultural sector of this
Community.
Two years ago, one of my French colleagues, Mr
Fanton, of the Group of European Progressive Demo-
crats, as draftsman of an opinion on behalf of the
Committee on Agriculture, succeeded in convincing
both the Committee on Budgets and the Parliament
that all of this expenditure, amounting to a total, in
Irish terms, of 3.5 billion, should be disassociated
from agriculture. The obstacle that year was, of course,
the Council of Ministers 
- 
the other arm of the
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budgetary authority. I do not think you have to look
very far to understand the Council's attitude and,
indeed, even less far to see why Commissioner
Tugendhat, who is responsible, would not take this
proposal in the first place.
Mrs Thatcher and her government, ably supported by
her allies here, have provoked in the past and
continue to be the main provoking element in the
most serious crisis this Community has known. \7e
all know Mrs Thatcher's battle-cry of 'I want my
money back'. \fell, she has got it ; she has got it back
more than t'wice. The UK refund is calculated on total
agricultural spending. However, if you take out of agri-
culture all the expenditure I have mentioned, then the
truth of the matter is that the UK rebate should be
calculated on a basis of. 43 o/o, not 7l Yo, as is
currently being done. I wonder, has there been any
Community say in where the British refund is being
spent ? !7here is it being spent ? Has there been any
aid given where it could benefit the Community in
Britain rather than selfish national budgetary needs ?
I am scandalized by this Parliament's refusal 
- 
the
Committee on Budgets particularly 
- 
to resPect
Community preference, to reiect ways of increasing
the Community's financial resources. They reiect the
tax on oils and fats, even though the Commission
itself recently suggested such a tax 
- 
mind you, it
was only suggesting. They reject any interference with
imports of corn gluton feed from the United States.
They reduce funds proposed for agricultural structures,
farm modernization, hill-farming and, in my own
country, the !7est of lreland.
In conclusion, the consequences for the common agri-
cultural policy if this proposed budget were adopted
would be nothing less than a massacre for the eight
million people employed in agriculture in this
Community. The very foundation of Europe would be
uprooted. It would pave the way for another triumphal
march of nationalism ovef Europeanism. Indeed, these
consequences would extend not only to farming, but
to 35 % of the people who, outside farming, are
dependent on agriculture in the processing industry'
'!7e must develop an assertive pride in our agricultural
heritage in this Community : if we do not, the nation-
alism of a few will have disastrous effects on the
Europe of the future.
Mr Bocklet (PPE). 
- 
(DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the deliberatipns on the 1984 budget are
iaking place in extraofdinary circumstances' The
Council of Ministers is cbnferring hectically in order
to complete the mandates assigned to it by the Stutt-
gart summit in time, and especially to reform the
Community's agricultural system ; the Commission is
helping to make the sitrtration even more critical by
suspending advance Payments in the agricultural
sector until the end of the year, while constantly
warning us of the Community's impending insol-
vency; yet the draft 1984 budget as presented by the
Commission and amended by the Council presents a
picture of consolidated calm and utter normality. This
picture is only disturbed by the statement in the three-
year forecast that 1984 will definitely be the last year
in which the Community can derive adequate revenue
from the I % VAT ceiling. You would think from
this draft budget that there had never been a Stuttgart
summit. It is consequently important to realize that,
quite apart from the usual uncertainties associated
with a draft budget, much of what is said about it
today can only be of very temporary relevance.
This situation does, however, provide an excellent
opportunity for making a few general remarks about
the real cost of the CAP, which I hope will give a
clearer and more accurate impression of the budget.
The arguments being voiced in the current discussion
on agricultural reform are based not so much on the
real surplus and cost problems in the milk sector as
on the sweeping criticism that the EC budget allows
for disproportionate spending on agriculture. The
speeches we have heard today have illustrated this
impressively. Propaganda is being made out of the fact
that the agricultural fund again accounts for around
two-thirds total budgetary expenditure this year, and
spending on the CAP is criticized for being too high.
Now anyone who is properly informed knows that the
agricultural fund includes costs not directly incurred
by agriculture and for which it should not therefore
be blamed.
This Parliament's Committee on Agriculture has been
trying for years to remove these costs from the agricul-
tural fund and allocate them to the budgetary items
where they really belong. Since this still has not been
done to the desirable extent, I think this is a suitable
moment to take a closer look at the issue. This is
essential if the real problems of the CAP are to be
tackled and resolved fairly. In is opinion, the
Committee on Agriculture points out that the net cost
of the CAP as per the draft 1984 budget only accounts
f.or 43 o/o of the total, as opposed to nearly 50 % this
year. The opinion also draws attention to the approxi-
mately 3 000 million ECU which accrue to the
Community from the agricultural levies and from the
sugar levy. Calculations of the cost of the CAP usually
ignore these considerable receipts while including the
milk sector co-responsibility levy in the agricultural
fund. On the expenditure side, the cost of accession
compensation, food aid, MCA's, preference Payments
and aid to development totals over 2.5 thousand
million ECU. I am not quoting these facts and figures
to criticize the Community's work in these fields, but
to prevent the CAP from being blamed for costs for
which it is not responsible. I think that a more obiec-
tive view may have a favourable influence on the
CAP's public image and the discussions on its reform'
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Mr Blaney (CDD.- Mr President, my apologies and
thanks to you for giving me this opportunity as I
missed my cue through no fault of my own.
I just want to say very quickly, as I have very little
time, that I represent a country that joined this
Community ten years ago. \U7e have behaved as good
Europeans. I7e have lost half our industrial workforce
during that time as a result of opening our frontiers to
free trade, which is the god of this particular institu-
tion. As a result of this, being a country heavily
dependent on agriculture, we are now faced with what
can only be described as disaster in the form of the
super-levy that is being talked about and bandied
around at this time. Since it is non-discriminatory, the
fact is that for the agriculturally dependent countries
- 
and none more so than mine 
- 
it spells sheer
economic disaster, in a country which has a growing
population, the youngest working population in all of
Europe. And that is what we get in return.
Alternatives have been sought time without number. I
give you the alternatives now and I challenge you to
assess them and see whether they will not work : tier-
pricing; the abolition of MCA's ; an oil and fats tax
and the exclusion of butter from auy third countries
whatsoever; and the positive reduction of cereal and
cereal substitute imports into this Community.
In conclusion, may I say regarding the net benefici-
aries, from whom we hear so much about what they
have paid in as against what they have got out, we
have never got the truth, and the truth is that the
manufacturing giants of this Community of ours are
the people who are getting richer while the poorer
countries get poorer. That includes mine at the very
bottom of the league.
Mr Provan (ED). 
- 
Mr President, my group is
happy to go along with some of the arrangements that
have been made by the Committee on Budgets
regarding some of the amendments and modifications
that I understand are coming forward for voting later
this week. In doing so, we do not want to see any
discrimination in the release of these funds from
Chapter 100. !7e believe that no Member State should
be discriminated against in any way that diverges from
the decision to be taken by Parliament on how it will
release the 5% that it is suggested should be put into
Chapter 100.
If we are talking about funds being put into Chapter
100, we must realize that the common agricultural
policy must survive. In fact, the common agricultural
policy must become the motive power for the Euro-
pean Community in the future 
- 
a commercial
policy, not an embarrassment to us. That is possible.
!7hy is it, for instance, that in Australia they can
purchase chemicals 50o/o cheaper than we do in the
European Community ? lVhy is it that they can
purchase tractors at 600/o of the price that we do in
the European Community ? It is because some of the
people selling these products in the Community
know that they can ask higher prices than they would
normally do because of the price structure that we
have at the present time.
The Ministers of Agriculture are out of control when
they make the decisions that they do, and we must
have some greater budgetary control over the agricul-
tural policy if, in fact, that policy is going to succeed.
What is going to happen next year, I must ask the
President of the Commission. !7hat will happen to
the carry-over that is being suggested at the present
time when we see a 3.5o/o increase in milk produc-
tion, when we see the USA, which this year has cut
back on its cereal production, going to have a massive
increase next year ? The costs for the Community will
be fantastic. S7e must cut the Guarantee Section and
at the same time look after the less-favoured areas in
the structural policy.
Mr President, I submit to you that that is the only way
the common agricultural policy will survive.
Mr Pranchire (COM). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, even
though we have managed to beat it off on several occa-
sions, the offensive against farmers continues in this
House. S7'e saw this during the debate on the future
financing of the Community, and we have seen it
again during this debate.
The blame for all our problems has been laid at agri-
culture's door by the Committee on Budgets. Do you
seriously believe, Mr Arndt, that new policies can be
built on the ruins of the common agricultural policy ?
Even though it is clear that the treatment of the
farmers, like that of the steel workers, is not exactly
inspiring the citizens of our countries to play a more
active part in the construction of Europe ...
Your professions of faith cannot gloss over the actions
which work to the opposite end. The rapporteur on
the budget lor 1984, Mrs Scrivener, is also helping to
build up this campaign with her proposal that 825
million ECU, or 5o/o, of. the EAGGF appropriation
should be frozen, put in reserve, in Chapter 100. This
is no minor matter. Listening in this Chamber as Mrs
Scrivener warmly defended this swipe at our farmers
and exhorted the Council to cut a swathe through agri-
cultural spending, I wondered whether she had not
left the Liberal Group to join up with Mrs Thatcher's
Conservatives, from whom she patently got her ideas.
At all events, she has done even worse than the
Conservative Mr Jackson. The manoeuvre is obvious :
the rapporteur and the Committee on Budgets are
once again using ihe budget procedure as a means of
pressurizing the Council into cutting agricultural
spending in 1984 and above all adopting the Commis-
sion's proposals for reform of the CAP. Behind Mrs
Scrivener's amendment, there looms an inadequate
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increase in farm prices for 1984, the quotas and the
super-levy on milk producers, the suspension of inter-
vention for stock-breeders, the discontinuance of
certain storage credits for wine-growers, etc.
!7e are not going to fall into the trap, but we shall be
alerting the farmers so that this manoeuvre too fails to
get phst the Council. I7e do not defend the CAP
unconditionally and do not accept it in its present
form, since it has already been the cause of severe
damage to our agriculture. I7e are calling for it to be
improved so that family holdings can make a decent
living and our agriculture is developed to its full poten-
tial. A start should be made by more effective applica-
tion of Community principles: Communiry prefer-
ence, by limiting the very costly derogations, whose
beneficiaries are too often the very people who are
competing unfairly with us on our traditional
markets ; financial solidarity, by putting a stop on
further payments to the United Kingdom ; unity of
prices, by abolishing the system of monetary compen-
satory amounts, as called for by the Committee on
Budgets, having adopted our amendment to this
effect.
'S7e are not in favour of open-ended, unfettered
growth in agricultural spending, not are we in favour
of keeping the existing structure of spending. 'We are
proposing both that it be brought under control and
that the balance be adiusted to eliminate the distor-
tions which put some producers at a disadvantage. Is
it reasonable, for instance, that a dairy farm in the
Netherlands should recieive five times as much
support as one in Francq ?
It is on the basis of this'twofold approach that we
have tabled amendments calling on the one hand for
an increase rather than the planned reduction from
120 to 50 million ECU iln the refunds to small dairy
farmers, and on the othdr hand a levy on industrial-
ized dairy farms and an increase in the premium on
feeding cows, which is an effective way of curbing
milk production.
Our approach is both critical and constructive, and it
shows clearly that we arernot opposed to continuation
of the construction of purope. However, we are not
prepared to see it built on the backs of the farmers,
especially those in France, whose hardworking
farming community suffered enormously from the
depredations of the right-wing government in power
between 1974 and 1981.
Mr Mart (L). 
- 
(FQ fcid rain is causing incalcu-
lable damage to forests, lakes and buildings, and to
human health.
In the Federal Republic of Germany alone, 560 000
hectares of forest land have been declared 'totally
devastated zones' and ,+0 000 jobs in forestry are threat-
ened. This devastation ris threatening tourism and
forcing villagers, whose l{nd is no longer cultivable,.to
leave their homes.
This very serious problem, which is already affecting
Austria and Germany, is now threatening Luxembourg
and moving westwards, so that it represents a danger
for France and Belgium. It is also found further south,
though: in Greece, as everyone must be aware, the
Parthenon is threatened.
A large area of the Community is therefore affected or
about to be affected by acid rain. Hence the impor-
tance of organizing a Communiry-wide effort to find
ways of dealing with this phenomenon, which is such
a grave danger not only to the balance of the eco-
system but also to the population.
The first stage must be to find out more about what
causes acid rain. The scientific world is divided on
this subject, except that few researchers deny that
there is still a great deal to be learnt about it. In short,
although the effects of acid rain are known, its cause
has not been clearly established.
Fundamental research therefore needs to be continued
in order to learn more about the source of acid rain.
The first step must be to make arrangements ensuring
that research in this field is structured at Community
level, so that each country does not incur the neces-
sarily high cost of launching separate research in this
field.
I am calling upon this House to demonstrate its deter-
mination to deal with a problem which is of concern
to the Community by voting appropriations, to be
incorporated into the budget for 1984, to provide
funding for research to be conducted at Community
level.
\7e have to tell ourselves that the more resources we
provide, the sooner the scientific world will find the
diagnosis, the more effective the remedies will be and,
most important, the sooner action can be taken to
deal with this phenomenon, which is causing more
devastation and threatening an ever-increasing area
with each passing day. Resources and time are the key
factors conditioning the success of measures taken to
combat acid rain.
This is why, since the entire Community is affected
by this problem, it falls to you to sound the alarm and
to display the initiative and courage to propose an
effective response.
This is why I hope that not a single Honourable
Member of this House is going to oppose the provi-
sion, out of the research appropriation, of adequate
financial resources for research to learn more about
the cause of acid rain. Only when this knowledge is
acquired will it be possible to propose appropriate
legislation.
Mr d'Ormesson (PPE). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, the
salient feature of the budget presented with clarity and
energy by Mrs Scrivener is the fact that the European
Community has reached the limit of its own
resources. I therefore have to dream a little when
thinking about the future.
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And what am I thinking of? Adjustment of the
common agricultural policy to present conditions, a
review of Member States' contributions to bring them
into line with their ability to pay, then an increase
in the Community's resources 
- 
a precondition of
enlargement 
- 
and on from there to the building of
new relations with Africa, to strengthen the chances of
peace and liberty to the south and north of the Medi-
terranean.
Is it dreaming to talk in these terms or has it become
necessary to do so, while this autumn we have heard
news to fill our hearts with infinite sadness ? 320 inno-
cent people shot down on a flight between Korea and
Japan, 200 soldiers done to death in Lebanon, where
they were struggling with their bare hands to restore
Peace.
![hen there are such uncertainties and dangers, surely
we have it in us to cut the Gordian knot of certain
agricultural surpluses ? Everyone acknowledges that
this has to be done, but opinions differ on the
method. In such circumstances, the least unjust disci-
pline is the most acceptable. The answer must surely
be to introduce production quotas calculated over four
years, not three, according to the Community's
internal and external needs and the requirements for
reserve stocks. The guarantee would not apply to
output above these quotas and there would be no
Community aid for excess production, except for
marginal holdings.
That should be the first stage, and the second would
involve adjustment of Member States' contributions to
their true ability to pay. It is true that the United
Kingdom's contribution is too high, while at the same
time that country is giving increasing preference year
by year to imports of Community agricultural produce
- 
the figures speak for themselves. Once these stages
have been completed, in response to the concerted
efforts of the Parliament and the Commission, our
States will be disposed to consider the need for an
increase in own resources. That will be the time for
enlargement and an opportune moment for giving
fresh impetus to our relations with Africa. In 17 years'
time, Africa will be needing some 30 million tonnes
of cereals and about 700 000 tonnes of milk products.
I7hat are our present surpluses when compared with
the demand of the future ?
There we have the terms of the challenge facing us,
and at the same time we have harsh lessons of history
which are telling us to send the empire-builders home
by fostering peace and freedom to the north and
south of the Mediterranean.
Mr Helms (PPE). 
- 
(DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the debate so far on the first reading of
the 1984 budget has indicated where the difficulties
and causes of these critical developments lie, and what
the tasks and aims of new policies must be. My
colleagues in my political group have gone into this
in depth, including some individual points. S7e can
deplore the present critical situation, as many speakers
have done drastically and polemically during the
debate. I have listened to nearly every speech and
regret there is not enough time to comment specifi-
cally on any of them. But bemoaning our lot will not
get us anlnrhere, whereas exercising the options open
to us as an arm of the budgetary authority will.
The compromise reached by the Committee on
Budgets on using up all the Community's own
resources is also the only means available to us of
exerting any influence on the Council. It may be argu-
able whether it was or is advisable to exhaust the
Community's resources in view of our straitened
circumstances. It would be disastrous if the com-
promise agreed on by the political groups did not get
a majority vote in this House. It would be fatal if the
European Parliament did not take advantage of its last
chance in this first legislative period. This is the only
way in which we and the Council can exercise ourjoint responsibility in a future-oriented manner.
The uncertainty and unreliability of the whole body of
figures presented by the Commission and the Council
at the first reading pose the greatest threat to the 1984
budget. There is a crass contradiction between the
Commission's statements on the suspension of
advance payments to farmers this afternoon and
during the last week of sittings and Commissioner
Tugendhat's statements during the 1984 budget delib-
erations. How does this development on the expendi-
ture side, i,e., the suspension of advance payments,
affect the situation ? I am addressing Commissioner
Tugendhat and would request him to listen to me. To
what extent are your figures still valid ? I ask the
Commission and the President-in-Office of the
Council 
- 
and hope he is listening attentively: what
happens if 1983 payment commitments of 500 m
ECU or even 1000 million ECU have to be carried
forward to the 1984 budget ? !(ill the Commission or
the Council have to adjust the budgetary estimates
before the second reading in order not to exceed the
l% VAT ceiling in 1984?
Once a budget has been adopted, the Commission has
sole responsibility for executing and implementing it.
I must ask the Commission and you, Mr Tugendhat;
since you are making an unforeseeable addition to the
expenditure side of the 1984 budget, will you be able
to implement the budget adopted by the European
Parliament and closely based on the Commission's
draft under the present system of payments ? That is
the crucial question ! I must ask the Commission,
how much expense do you expect to have to carry
over from 1983 to 1984?
President Thorn said this afternoon that the
suspended advance payments will be offset against
payments in 1984. The question arises as to whether
the Commission will have to alter the expenditure
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system. \U7ill you have to do that next year, Mr Thorn,
to implement the budget ? At least at the second
reading of the budget we must have some definite and
reliable figures. We expect you to supply them if you
cannot go into details today, and I will see to this in
the Committee on Budgets. I regard it as indispens-
able to genuine cooperation. Parliament will not put
up with any more uncertainty, nor is it in the interests
of a viable European agricultural policy.
Mr Tugendhat, Vice-president of the Commission. 
-Mr President, Mr Helms asked for an answer today
and I can give it to him today. !fle only have another
fifty minutes.
President. 
- 
The House hasn't permitted the answer
today.
Mr Tugendhat, Vice-President of tbe Commission.
- 
I want Mr Helms first of all to know that if he
wants them today, then I am ready to give them
today, but we only have another fifty minutes.
President. 
- 
I accept that, but I have a number of
other speakers to speak today.
Mr Tugendhat, Vice-President of the Commission.
- 
In that case, Mr President, it is the House's deci-
sion that I do not give the figures.
President. 
- 
I accept that it is the Chair's decision.
Mrs Desouches (S). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, I do not
intend to deny the severity of the budgetary
constraints, and I know ttrat many of the choices that
we have to make are difflcult. We are all aware, I am
sure, of the new policies that should be applied and of
the difficulties, not least financial, involved in setting
them up, especially a proper economic and industrial
policy, which has yet to see the light of day. I should
therefore like to concentrate on supporting the propo-
sals and amendments which are concerned with the
part of the budget which deals with finance for the
productive apparatus in general.
Europe has many needs in the industrial field : it
needs to develop new technology, it needs to increase
investment, it needs to safeguard or restructure
troubled branches of industry. All these requirements
are linked, some more closely than others, to the crisis
through which we are passing and its impact on unem-
ployment. This is why I consider it absolutely essen-
tial to persevere with the Esprit programme, which
must therefore be backed by adequate resources'
Hence the need to reins$ate the appropriations shown
in the Commission's preliminary draft budget. This
programme, if properly applied, can, I believe, affect
our countries' whole technological future.
In addition to being symptomatic of a lack of confi-
dence on the part of industry in Europe's economic
future, the relative fall in investment is a serious threat
to our economies. Hence the need for aid to produc-
tive investment, aid to research, and aid to innovation,
even though it has to be admitted that the Commu-
nity's budgetary instruments often fail to measure up
to the scale of the problem.
One cannot but support any Community action
aimed at raising the level of technology applied by
industry in the Member States, especially the less
advanced among them. Our industries must be
competitive if they are to meet the challenge from
abroad. They must be given encouragement and assis-
tance to this end. This is in fact a topic 
- 
investment
aid 
- 
on which I am currently preparing a rePort on
behalf of the Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs.
In this connection, I would add that we need to create
the aptly named 'European industrial area'. To do this,
we must develop not only technology and investment,
but also industrial policy, in particular by harmon-
izing technical standards and regulations and by
dismantling technical barriers to trade. This is why I
support the proposals for development of a European
industrial area and all other similarly inspired proPo-
sals, notably those tabled on behalf of the Committee
on Economic and Monetary Affairs, calling for rein-
statement of the funding needed for harmonization of
laws on industry and trade.
I would add that it is true to say that, in this field,
much can be achieved with limited financial
resources.
Finally, we cannot forget the industries which are in
decline and the necd_ for structural reorqaniz3lig!.lL
this connection,T zupfirtTe proposals for industrial
conversion and those for efforts to identify new direc-
tions that industry should be taking. On the one
hand, the serious decline in certain branches of
industry affecting various areas could cau'se further
deterioration of the situation in a number of regions
and create problems in others. On the other hand, we
need a Community strategy to meet the challenge of
the economic crisis. The European summit in Stutt-
gart recognized the importance of such a policy.
I therefore consider it necessary'to reinstate the appro-
priations for research on industrial guidelines, so as to
give the Community the means with which to formu-
late and, it is to be hoped, apply this policy.
Mr Bonaccini (COM). 
- 
(IT) Mr President, the
budget we are debating at such length is the last
before the 1984 elections. One can hardly refrain
from noting that, as far as industrial policy is
concerned, it is easier to prepare a budget of aids
omitted than of aids committed... So, once again, we
have kept to the old lopsided and distorting Pattem:
once agriculture has been taken care of, industry and
trade can look after themselves ! Not an idea has been
worked out for tbem, not a thought given to a ProPer
monetary system that would secure the value of their
products. . .
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Oh yes, we have had preaching against protectionism,
against subsidies and so on. Unfortunately, the real
trouble is the lack of any initiative on the part of the
European Community. Of course, we are not saying
that Community initiative should replace individual
endeavour 
- 
we consider that most important 
- 
but
we should like to see common industrial policies that
provide a frame of reference and a background of
greater certitude for individual enterprise. In yester-
day's debate on competition, this weakness in our
approach to the problem was manifest once again.
!7hen we bemoan our loss of competitiveness, the
decline of industry, the 'deindustrialization' of our part
of the world, as we have had occasion to do many
times in these past four years, we should be able to
look for remedies to a Commission that does not
confine itself to policing the observance of the sacred
writ of the Treaties or of its own decisions (which has
not been unfailing), but acts above all as an alert and
active power-house of ideas in the economic and
social sphere. And we could have been excused for
such expectations four years ago, when an excellent
report was produced under the Commission's aegis on
structural change and the readiustment of the indus-
trial apparatus this would entail. But, evidently, reports
are written to languish on office shelves.
Today, therefore, we can only welcome Amendment
No 555 as a positive if tardy step. The commitment
appropriations entered in Items 7720 to 7724, with
token entries for a new Community action in favour
of a European industrial area, interest rebates on
investments, aids for cooperation between industrial
enterprises, finance for technological innovation, aids
for exports and standardization 
- 
these are excellent
things, even if they still fall short of establishing a
framework of industrial policies. That will require
much further work, and the Committee on Economic
and Monetary Affairs is preparing to undertake it
when, in the coming months, we shall be discussing
alternative strategies for certain industrial sectors 
-strategies that should save them from the fate of the
steel industry, which was caught by maior develop-
ments completely unprepared, and paid a heavy price.
These proposals, and others which we hope will
follow, will open new avenues for economic and polit-
ical integration within the Community, give hope to
our peoples 
- 
to the workers and the enterprises 
-and present our rulers with practical options, not least
in respect of Community resources needed for imple-
mentation, to be acted upon at the forthcoming
summits. It is with these things in mind that we shall
be voting on the 1984 budget.
Mr \furtz (COM). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, as last year,
the draft general budget of the Communities for 1984
prepared by the Council contains, in Chapter 70, an
Article 702 concerning Community action in the coal
industry. We welcome the appreciable increase in the
number of items under this Article this year. IUTe hope
that this can be taken as confirmation of the Council's
already expressed determination to develop a real
Community policy on coal.
I nevertheless have to tell you that the French
Communists and Allies are concerned at what appears
to be a very strange paradox. On the one hand, Item
7024 makes provision for investment aid for coal
production, while on the other hand Items 7027 and
7028 are concerned with social measures in support of
retraining for redundant miners and with the funding
of industrial conversion. In other words, in order to
qualify for Community aid, coal enterprises' moderni-
zation programmes would necessarily have to contain
provision for reductions of productive capacity where
the cost of the coal that they produce deviated a little
too much from the price on the world market.
In our view, the validity of judging the profitability of
a coal-mining enterprise in these terms is open to
question, to say the least. First, because there is
currently an exceptionally favourable situation on the
coal market with countries outside the Community, a
situation which is insecure, artificial, undependable,
since it is completely exposed to fluctuations in the
dollar exchange rate. Consequently, this cannot be the
only yardstick used to measure an enterprise's profita-
bility. Secondly, because it is a great mistake, in our
opinion, to set 
^i identical criterion, a singlethreshold level, for judging the profitability of coal
throughout the Community. This method fails to take
any account of the differences in quality between the
various types of coal mined in the Community, or of
the impact of mining operations on economic activity
in their respective regions. Logically, due weight
should be given to these factors in a broader assess-
ment, encompassing social aspects, of the profitability
of the enterprises concerned.
Finally, we believe that, in view of the need for energy
self-sufficiency, we should be maintaining existing
productive capacity and bringing in a policy of
Community preference for coal, with everything that
such a measure implies. This is the purpose of the
amendments that we have tabled calling for incentives
to encourage the use of Community coal. Naturally,
these proposals would have little point if they were
not coupled with limitation of our imports from non-
member countries, beginning with the country of
apartheid, South Africa.
To conclude, Mr' President, we are in favour of
reasonable action on the basis of Article 72 ol the
ECSC Treary, which lays down the arrangements for
charging customs duties on coal imports, and we
would like appropriate measures to be worked out to
help Member States with no indigenous coal-mining
industry to obtain their supplies from within the
Communiry.
25. r0. 83 Debates of the European Padiament No l-305/ 113
Mr Linkohr (S). 
- 
(DE) W President, ladies and
gentlemen, before commenting on the energy and
research budget on behalf of the Socialist Group, I
would like to thank the rapporteur of the Committee
on Energy, Research and Technology, Mr Gordon
Adam, for his work. I second his recommendations
wholeheartedly, especially the proposal that the
Committee on Budgets link the non-obligatory UK
and German repayments to specific projects. The
intention is, for example, to promote solid-fuels policy
in these two countries, and funds are to be provided to
modernize coal-fired power-stations in order to reduce
sulphur dioxide and nitrous oxide emissions'
I urge the members of this House to support these
proposals in plenary sitting. If we want to take full
advantage of our budgetary rights, we must see to it
that the non-compulsory repayments to the Federal
Republic of Germany and the United Kingdom are
used for projects that really benefit the Community.
!flhat could be of greater benefit than reducing inter-
national air pollution ? Modernizing coal-fired Power-
stations should become one of the main targets of our
energy policy. Anyone who really wants to stoP our
trees dying must vote for this proposal. Of course, if
anyone prefers these countries' Chancellors of the
Exchequer to fill the holes in their national budgets
with our money, he or she must vote against it,'but
may then never again talk about extending our
budgetary rights.
The second point I would lii<e to make relates to the
Community's direct research programme. Two weeks
ago, Parliament decided that the Joint Research
Centre should change the nature of its work, concen-
trating in future on safery and environmental research
rather than on product development. This calls for a
sound financial and staffing basis. The Council of
Research Ministers is assuming that the Joint
Research Centre employs a staff of 2260, i. e., it will
agree to the request for 38 new posts. I believe Parlia-
ment should consent to this, because we need fresh
blood for new tasks. At the same time, we must urge
the Council not to oppose the redeployment of older
employees. The JRC cannot otherwise be given the
new foundation that we want it to have. This change
of orientation has not so far been fully reflected in the
budget, but we will try to ensure in future budget and
programme deliberations that our decision on the
JRC can be effected in the medium term.
Just a word about the Esprit programme' It is no
secret that when the Research Ministers meet
tomorrow they probably won't arrive at a decision
because no agreement has been reached on appropria-
tions. It is said that of the 750 m ECU originally
proposed by the Commission, all that remains is
150-200 m ECU. If that is true, the European Council
of Stuttgart has given itself a kick in the pants,
because at that time Esprit was lauded as the most
effective means of implementing an active European
industrial policy, and now all that is left are fragments
of what was originally a respectable draft. My guess is
that the non-nuclear energy programme will suffer a
similar fate, the recommendation being to halve the
appropriation for it of nearly 400 m ECU.
May I conclude by saying that our confidence in the
Community's future development can be measured by
our willingness to invest in its future ; if, on the other
hand, we actually reduce these investments, then faith
in the Community will disappear completely'
Mrt Phlix (PPE). 
- 
(NL) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the new policies that are so essential to
the competitiveness of undertakings in Europe will be
discussed at the Athens summit meeting ' in
December. As you may know, some Member States
intend to make a renewed effort as regards the policy
on energy and technology in the Community. !7e
might be very pleased about this were it not for the
fact that we are confronted with an inconsistency
between past and present statements, an example
being this debate on the 1984 budget.
Once more we note the lack of balance between
expenditure on the investments needed to ensure
economic growth and expenditure that is unlikely to
have this effect. A clear illustration of this is the
limited spending on the energy, research and tech-
nology policy.
Mr President of the Council, when I read the proposal
for the 1984 budget,l find it difficult to believe that it
concerns the spending of the resources of a Commu-
nity which is constantly saying how vital it is to
become independent of imported energy supplies by
exploiting indigenous raw materials. In fact, there is
no sign of the resources required to achieve this goal,
for uranium prospecting, for instance, because they
have been reduced to a token entry.
The same is true of hard coal, solid fuels and research
into alternative energy sources. And we are in danger
of getting into the same difficulties in the research
sector. Nevertheless, you and all of us are convinced
that research is of fundamental importance for the
survivial of the Community, for overcoming the
economic crisis. An example here is the appropria-
tions entered fof the Super-Sara project, which has
after all shown how efficient it is.
\7e hope that the Esprit programme will not fall
victim to a lack of will to implement a genuine
Community policy. And there is clear evidence of the
areas in which cooperation can be successful, as
Ariane and Super-Phoenix show. These proiects are an
indication of the results that can be achieved through
positive cooperation and how usefully it can contri-
bute to the presence of the Community in the world.
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As regards the budget we are now discussing, we wish
to thank Mr Adam, draftsman of the opinion of the
Committee on Energy and Research, for the great
effort he has made to further our policy. \7e consider
it very important for priority to be given to invest-
ment and urge the House to approve the amendments
tabled by the Committee on Energy and Research
concerning uranium prospecting 
- 
Item 7010 
- 
and
the policy on hard coal 
- 
Items 7023 and 7024 
-and thirdly, the Esprit programme. This programme is
in fact a must if the poficy is to be credible and effi-
cient.
'We are glad to see that the Committee on Budgets
has approved most of the amendments proposed by
the Committee on Energy and Research, but we urge
Parliament, the Commission and the Council to take
a favourable decision on investment in the solid-fuel
sector in view of the Community's dependence on
imported energy and of the social situation of this
industry. !7e call on the Council to make every effort
to promote the Community's energy and research poli-
cies. It really is a question of survival.
Mr Purvis (ED).- Mr President, I have three main
points on the cnergy,'research and technology side
which I would like to rpake particularly to the budget
rapporteur. One concerns the relationship betwen
commitments and payments, the second is to do with
the staff position at tfie JRC, and the third is related
to the legal bases for the proiects against which much
of the money seems to be being placed in Chapter
100.
I think it is the essence of energy and research
projects that they require a long-Ierm assurance of
continuity. One example, which both Mr Linkohr and
Mrs Phlix have mentioned, is the Esprit programme.
!7e have payments this year of 45 m, but the commit-
ments are 253 m. At least tlrat is yhat the committee
has asked for, and the Commisiion initially also in
the preliminary draft budget. The Commission has
indicated to us that 200 m would be sufficient to get
them going, but without ,at least this commitment
industry will not commlt itsglf or take the Commu-
nity's research prpgramme$ in this field seriously. The
Commission cannot then start the programme.
This is just as much a feature of the maior energy and
research programmes. Taf,e, for. instance, the solid-
fuels policy. A one-year solid-fuels policy is nonsense.
I7e need long-term commitments of very sizeable
amounts, and that is why in the epergy and research
budget there will be such large amounts in the
commitment column.
Rational use of energy is another one. Here we are
financing interest subsidies on 7-10 year loans. So you
can imagine that the annua! payments are a very small
proportion of the overall commitment. Yet we have to
commit ourselves. The JRC is an ongoing project, and
so on.
We have to proceed therefore on the basis that annual
budgets in future will be able to accommodate these
commitments which we afe now making. If we are
serious about energy, reseagth ind technology 
- 
as
this Parliament, the Commission and the European
Council keep on saying ad nausedm 
- 
we must
presume on the necessary payments in future years to
meet these commitments.
I would remind the House that only recently we
approved the framework programme for research,
including the financial implicatiors, and are currently
processing the framework programme for energy,
including its financial implications. These respond
directly to positions adopted by the European
Council. It is not sufficient to nod in this direction,
even vote them through, and then fail to support
them financially in the budget.
I understand that the Commitgee on Budgets and the
budget coordinators group will broadly recommend
support for the Committee on Energy and Research's
position on these matters. I tiust the Council will
respond accordingly.
My second point concerns the staff position at the
JRCs. I do not pretend to be an expert on the minu-
tiae of staffing of the JRCi, but I am surprised, in
view of the Linkohr reporg vhich we adopted only
two weeks ago and which included questions of staf-
fing, and of the very strong posidion that the Commis-
sion has taken on this matter, that the Committee on
Budgets appears to be going against the advice of the
Committee on Energy and Research and of its
draftsman. I would sincerely ask the rapporteur and
the Committee on Budgets.to think again about this
matter, and perhaps the Commission would like to
intervene at some point and indicate exactly what it
does want here.
Thirdly, there are the legal bases. Despite all the fine
words by successive Europeen Councils, we still lack
legal bases. They are all stqlled in the Council of
Ministers on many importarit policies, including solid
fuels and the Esprit progremme. I trust that where
funds are placed in the budget agaidst energy and
research lines or attributed in Chapter 100 and legal
bases are required, the Council will act in the spirit of
the tripartite agreement to establish the necessary regu-
lations. This aspect that concerns me particularly and
concerned the committee in its discussions regarding
the 455 m ECU on line 707,i.e. the UK and German
repayments. The draftsman of the. committee was
specifically mandated to retain line 707 with the
funds on the line, subject to the addition of remarks
specifying examples as to how the money should be
spent.
Line 707 does have a regulation for 1983, which could
be renewed with some amendmenls to ensure that
spending is consistent with Community policies. In
the broader context of intra-budgetary authority poli-
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tics, I can understand perhaps the arguments for
placing these funds in Chapter 100. I would rather
not, but I understand them.
I find it less eaSy, however, to understand how this
should become a global reserve, assigned to specific
lines with a heavy bias to coal and, I gather, urban
renewal, for none of which is there any whiff of a regu-
lation, when the Committee on Energy, Research and
Technology specifically advised that it be retained in
line 707 as per paragraph 58 of the Committee on
Energy, Research and Technology's opinion with the
priorities as follows :
l. Investment in the rational use of energy ;2. Modernization and construction of coal-fired
power-stations, with special reference to environ-
mental considerations ;3. Measures in the solid-fuel sector ;4. New coal technologies;
5. Alternative and renewable energy projects ;6. Fast-breeder reactor developments ;
7. Fusion technology;
8. Coal liquefaction and gasification ;9. Advanced reactors.
As you can see, the committee was not exclusively
beholden to coal. That seems to be the impression
that our coal-mining draftsman has got across to the
Committee on Budgets. I would ask the rapporteur of
the Committee on Budgets to bear in mind that
perhaps our draftsman was putting a slant on the
committee's position that was not there in print.
I would therefore suggest that the Committee on
Budgets, in any compromise it strives to reach, follow
the expert committee's advice, and if it has to be in
Chapter 100, attribute this 455 million ECU to line
707 with its remarks amended per the committee's
Amendment No 350. I would particularly request the
rapporteur to leave Article 707 in existence, at least
with a token entry, to support Amendment No 350,
which details the priorities and, if possible, leave it
attributed in Chapter lfi).
If all the work that the spending committees expend
annually on the budgetary procedure means anything,
I hope that our committee's position will prove the,
basis of any position that the Committee on Budgets
ultimately adopts.
Mrt Maii-Weggen (PPE).- (NL) Mr President, my
group has asked me to explain our position on the
1984 social budget. I shall do so by addressing a very
critical remark to the Commission 
- 
I expect Mr
Tugendhat will be able to reply 
- 
and two more posi-
tive remarks to the rapporteur on the budget, Mrs
Scrivener.
I will begin with the critical remark. The Council of
Ministers has substantially reduced the increased
resources for the 1984 social budget proposed by the
Commission and approved by Parliament early this
year. The Council must now obviously be called to
account. After all, it has repeatedly let it be known
that it intends to strengthen the European Social
Fund, above all to help the fight against unemploy-
ment.'We have, however, come to the conclusion that
the blame for the reduction in the social budget
proposed by the Council must be laid at the Commis-
sion's door. Both the Council and Parliament have
calculated that 320m ECU of the 1983 social budget
will not be disbursed. That is almost one-quarter of
the resources available to the social poliry. This is
incomprehensible, because we know that the applica-
tions from Member States for European Social Fund
assistance far exceeded the available resources. It is
also unacceptable when we realize that we have almost
l2m unemployed in the Community and that the
money set aside for these projects is intended for the
fight against unemployment. The Commission's
excuse is that the structure of the Social Fund is
complicated, but we think that is a weak excuse. !7e
feel that the Commission is in fact responsible for the
consequences. One of these consequences is that, as
there is so large a surplus in the 1983 budget, the
Council refuses to approve a substantial increase in
the 1984 social budget. The Council can hardly be
blamed for adopting this attitude. Any budgetary
authority would do the same. Those are the hard facts
with which we have to contend at this moment.
My second and more positive remark is intended for
the rapporteur on the budget, who proposes in her
resolution that the 320m ECU left over should be
carried forward to the 1984 social budget. !7e endorse
this view. For one thing, it will give the Comrnission
an opportunity to make good in 1984 the mistake it
has obviously made in 1983, and it will also mean a
reasonable increase in the 1984 social budget.
\U7e shall also approve the rapporteur's proposal that
l27m oL the 550m ECU remaining before the Euro-
pean budgetary ceiling is reached should be made
available for the European social policy and the pro-
posal that over 60m ECU should be transferred from
Article 100 to the European Social Fund. This will
provide an added opportunity to strengthen and
expand the European policy to combat unemploy-
ment in 1984.
My group's position shows that we want to be rather
less strict than the Council of Ministers, although we
do sympathize with the hard line it has taken. My
group does feel, however, that the European Social
Fund must again have a real chance in 1984 to do thejob it is intended for, the subsidization of projects
designed to reduce unemployment. My group
considers this particularly important because we
realize that, from the start of 1984, 750/o of Fund
resources will go to proiects in favour of unemployed
young people. !7e do not want this money reduced,
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and we therefore wholeheartedly support the propo-
sals put forward by the rapporteur and the Committee
on Budgets.
lUfe should urge the Commission, however, to ensure
better disbursement of social resources in 1984 than
in 1983. The Community now has over 12 million
unemployed, 4ll2m of them young people. They
have a right to European Social Fund resources. The
Commission has a duty to ensure that these resources
are used as far as possible. My group will be keeping
an even more careful check next year to make sure
that this is actually done, which means that this
budget debate does not mark the end of the discus-
sion of social budget. \7e believe this discussion will
continue throughout 1984. The citizens of Europe and
especially the unemployed and unemployed young
people in particular must be able to count on that.
Mr Papaefstratiou, chairman of tbe Committee on
Social Affairs and Ernplolment. 
- 
Mr President, for
reasons well known to the House, 1983 is a particu-
larly critical year, and action or lack of it in 1983 will
be decisive for 1984 and thereafter : the virtual exhaus-
tion of the Community's own resources, the danger of
retreat into protectionism by Member States ; in short,
the very suwival of the European Community as a
cohesive and effective force is at stake. All of us, there-
fore, look anxiously to Athens, hoping that at last the
European Council will come up with solutions that
are both realistic and can be put into immediate effect
for the benefit of all our peoples.
This crisis has had a very clear impact on the budget-
ary procedure for 1984, and all the'spending'commit-
tees have been only too well aware of the almost
unbearable pressure of drastically tightened belts, not
least the Committee on Social Affairs and Employ-
ment, of which I have the honour to be chairman.
The situation in which the Committee on Social
Affairs and Employment finds itself this year is
markedly different from that of last year in a number
of respects.
As regards the Community's own resources, in the
run-up to 1983 our committee had high and indeed
perfectly justified hopes of seeing a very substantial
increase 
- 
and perhaps even a doubling 
- 
of the
endowment of the European Social Fund. I say
'perfectly justified'because the European Social Fund
was, if you will excuse the expression, the 'prima
donna' of the 1983 budgetary exercise. Against this
background, the relatively modest increase in commit-
ments (+ 360/o) and in payments (+ 48%) finally
approved for the European Social Fund came as a
bitter disappointment.
This year, however, the financial outlook is so bleak
that the modest increases voted last year now appear
quite generous in comparison. The Commission's plea
in the preliminary draft budget for 1984 for an
increase of. 4lo/o in commitment appropriations and
iust under 2lo/o in payment appropriations is clearly
doomed: these proposals, however, it must be empha-
sized, are completely in line with both Mr Thorn's
and the European Parliament's insistence on the need
to double the resources of the European Social Fund.
For this reason, I must ask the House to think very
carefully before deciding whether to accept or reiect
Amendment No 258/rev., tabled by the Social Affairs
Committee, which, it should be noted, asks for a lower
increase in payment appropriations than called for in
the Commission's proposals fiust under 9o/o as
opposed to nearly 2lolo), although, as I have already
stressed, the latter should be regarded as the essential
minimum if the key objectives endorsed by both
Commission and Parliament are to be attained 
- 
not
least the continuing fight against unemployment, and
in particular youth unemployment.
I must stress, furthermore, that the Social Affairs
Committee's task has been immensely complicated
this year by the uncertainty and confusion caused by
the considerable delay in carrying through the review
of the European Social Fund : this exercise, which
should have been completed by December 1982, was
only brought to a close just over a week ago 
-following the conclusion of the conciliation procedure
- 
with the adoption on 17 October of the new Social
Fund Regulation.
I should, however, like to end on a slightly more posi-
tive note, my restrained optimism being based essen-
tially on the belief that the Fund, as newly structured,
has the potential of becoming a more effective
Community instrument than in the past, and the fact
that in the course of conciliation Parliament obtained
an important concession from the Council, namely
the right to be consulted before the adoption of the
guidelines for the operation of the Fund.
But, of course, all depends on the ability and, there-
fore, above all on the will of the European Council in
Athens to reach agreement, to re-affirm the primacy
of the Community role and to give not only the Sreen
light for launching meaningful and effective Commu-
nity policies in the crucial and interlinked fields of
the economy, energy, social affairs, the environment
and regional development, but also to agree on a
formula which will release the resources required to
put them into effect.
So, Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, it is only in
the perspective of these legitimate expectations that
the Committee on Social Affairs and Employment is
prepared to accept, albeit with the deepest regret, a
reduction in the appropriations for the European
Social Fund proposed in the Commission's prelimi-
nary draft budget.
(Tbe sitting closed at 11.)5 p,m)1
I For the next sitting's agenda, see the Minutes.
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Votes
This Annex indicates rapporteurs' opinions on amendments and repro-
duces the text of explanations of vote. For further details of the voting, the
reader is referred to the Minutes.
Von Bismarck report (Doc. 1-t07l83 : Control of concentrations) :
ADOPTED
The rapporteur spoke
IN FAVOUR OF Amendments Nos 3 to 8 and 11 to 17; and
AGAINST Amendments Nos 1, 2 and 18 to 24.
Explanations of oote
Mr Balfe (S). 
- 
\U7e have seen today the usual pathetic reactions, from the British
Conservatives in particular and the right wing in general, whenever anything is placed
before this Parliament concerning the rights of workers. Three key amendments 
- 
Nos
19, 22 and 24 
- 
were not only opposed by our Conservative Commissioner, Mr
Tugendhat, but also by the Conservative Group. The first amendment asked that possible
adverse effects on employment be taken into account when assessing mergers. This was
voted down, because clearly British Conservatives do not regard effects on workers'jobs as
having anything to do with the unfettered reign of the market.
They then proceeded to vote down a mention of employees' representatives. In other
words, it is not necessary to tell the workers what is going on. As long as all the bosses
know what is going on, you can ignore the rest.
The third one on which we had a recorded vote actually asked that the same opportunity
be given to employees' representatives and associations of undertakings. That was voted
against. In other words, what happened was that the Tories voted for the employers to
know what is going on and against the employees.
Once again, we have seen them in their true light, and that will be registered on 14 June
next, when most of them will be gone from here.
Mr Griffiths (S).- I shall not be supporting the von Bismarck report on the control of
mergers between companies in the Common Market because of the glaring omission of
any reference to consultation with the representatives of employees before mergers take
place.
Mr von Bismarck is quite right to highlight the possible effects of mergers on consumer
choice and prices, but he is quite wrong to have ignored the effects of mergers on the
workers in the companies involved. Almost without exception, when mergers take place,
workers lose jobs. For example, the recent merging of certain activities in the petro-chemi-
cals industry, which BP and ICI have undertaken in the United Kingdom, has caused
hundreds of jobs to be lost. Many of them are in Barry, in my European constituency of
South \7ales.
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'l7orkers are thus equally or even more affected than consumers when mergers.take place.
Thereforc a regulation on merger control which does not include reference to consulta-
tion with 
"-ploy..t, as envisaged and implied in the defeated 
Amendments Nos 19, 22
and 24 tabled' by Mr Caborn on behalf of the Socialist Group, has an essential ingredient
missing. Like leek soup without leeks, it is a concoction which any self-respecting Welsh
worker-would reiect and advise any other worker to reiect. I therefore advise this House to
do the same.
Mr Megahy (S). 
- 
I rise on the same point with the-plea that is very often made in the
United kingdo-, namely, '\7hat abour the workers ?' Article I (l), subparagraph 2, for
example, to which Mr Caborn directed his Amendment No 19, refers to suppliers,
.onrr111..r, undertakings, the structure of the market, and international competition. It
makes reference to all ihese bodies or institutions, but only consumers are recognizable as
real persons. It says nothing at all about the people who are most directly concerned by
mergers 
- 
the workers employed in those industries, who are very often the last persons
to h-ear about mergers and who are not in fact informed about them, as we have seen
from some recent examples in the United Kingdom.
Like the previous speaker, Mr Griffiths, I feel that any proposals of this kind which do
not take ...o.rnt of the need of workers to be informed ought not to be passed by this
House, and I shall certainly be voting against them'
Mr Msller (ED). 
- 
(Dz{) Yesterday we debated with passion the question of securing
free competition in the Community. Everybody who thinks about it knows that free
competition automatically leads to a situation in which some become stronger than
otheis, and eventually they can become so strong that they enioy a position of near-
monopoly. The quesiion today therefore is: how should we Prevent free competition
from i"adirrg ro some establishing a monopoly position from which to exploit others ?
'tUfl'e must biar in mind that we are in a year which we have determined should be
Europe's year of the small and medium-sized enterprise. !7e know that many small and
medium-sized enterprises are being stifled by the big monopolies and by the multina-
tional corporations, which merge across national frontiers. I7e know particularly well in a
small country like Denmark liow perilous and how difficult it can be for the national
authorities to control big multinational concerns. I therefore vote in favour of this pro-
posal. I do so in the hopi that we shall now get effective action to secure free competition
without its leading to the formation of large monopolies.
Mr Seal (S). 
- 
I rise to state that I shall be voting against this motion. I urge the,House
to do the same. About the only point of agreement I have with Mr von Bismarck here is
that the Commission proposal and the report preach the merits of competition. T_hey
state that unfettered competition will solve all the world's economic ills. \7hat absolute
rubbish ! !7hy do people like Commissioner Tugendhat and Mr von Bismarck believe in
planning everythi;g 
- 
everything except our economies ! It beats me, it really does.
lfihen iitt they learn that there is no such thing as fair competition which is undis-
torted ?
(Criu of Hear, bear )
I would also say, as a practising trade unionist like so many other speakers, that I deplore
the lack of any reference at all in either the proposal or the report to the rights of trade
unionists and workers.
Perhaps the Commission and Mr von Bismarck think, as has been said, that if you ignore
these people they will go away. It is not an omission. It is deliberate. They voted against
Mr Cabom's amendments. Perhaps they think that because of this, the report will be
better. But I can say that once again the Commission and this House have produced a
proposal which is absolutely unrealistic and out of touch with the problems of this world.
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IN THE CHAIR: MR JAQUET
Vice 'President
(fhe sitting opened at 10 aln)
l. Approual of tbc ntinutes
President. 
- 
The minutes of yesterday's sitting have
been distributed.
Are there any comments ?
Mr Clinton (PPE). 
- 
Mr President, with your
permission, I want to raise a matter on the minutes.
You ivill recall that at the end of the discussion on the
oral question with debate, Mr Gautier raised an impor-
tant issue. At that time Lady Elles had taken the
Chair, and Mr Gautier complained that none of the
questions raised in the course of that discussion had
been answered by the President of the Commission or
by Mr'Dalsager. As you know, neither of them, unfor-
tunately, had been able to arrive in time to hear the
questions because of the fog and one thing and
another 
- 
they were not here.
I just want to say that there is a lot of disquiet and
dissatisfaction because these questions were not
answered, and the occupant of the Chair, Lady Elles,
said that she could not exceed the hour that was set
aside for the discussion of this oral question but that
she hoped the time would be made available for
having the questions answered later.
I simply want to say that the only reference in the
minutes is the vague one that Mr Gautier spoke on a
question of procedure. I would like that to be more
specific and more explanatory. I would also like to ask
what opportunity, if any, can be given to the Commis-
sioners to answer the questions that were raised,
which were specific questions. I understand that
because of the way the discussion has gone on the
budget there will be ample time this afternoon, and
perhaps it could be usefully used in having these ques-
tions answered because the last position is worse than
the first at the end of the explanations given by the
Commission.
President. 
- 
Mr Clinton, we shall look into this
matter.
Mr Maher (L).- Mr President, I support what Mr
Clinton has just said. I would like to know why it is
that the Cornmission is not represented in the
Chamber this morning. Perhaps if it were, we should
have an opportunity to clarify this matter, which is
urgent and which is extremely unsatisfactory from our
point of view.
President. 
- 
Mr Maher, Mr Tugendhat has just
arrived, as you can see for yourself.
\7ith regard to yesterday's debate, one hour was set
aside, and this time has been used up.
Mr Baillot (COM). 
- 
(FR) It was not an hour !
Mr Maher (L). 
- 
Mr President, I would like to know
what is your decision on the point raised by Mr
Clinton. tVhat is the position ? Shall we get an oppor-
tunity to hear the Commission answer the question
that it failed to answer yesterday on the subiect of
refunds, and the delay in the payment of these
refunds ?
Mr Tugendhet, Vice-President of the Commission.
- 
Mr President, I was, of course, present yesterday
when President Thorn and Mr Dalsager endeavoured
to answer questions put from the House. I am now, as
you can see, here alone. I have, of coutse, followed
this matter closely; I have been in touch with my
colleagues. If the Members of the House wish, and if
you so decide, Sir, I would certainly be prepared to
seek to answer additional questions from Mr Clinton
and from whoever else you suggested. But I must
emphasize to the House that if you wish to proceed in
that way, then you will have to be content with me,
because the other two of my colleagues are not avail-
able.
President. 
- 
Mr Tugendhat, I do not know when
this debate could take place. Could we not have
answers in writing, for instance ?
Mr Tugendhrt, Vice-President of tbe Commission.
- 
Mr President, obviously, I am entirely in the hands
of yourself and the House, but I did not wish Mr
Clinton and his colleagues to think that a failure to
answer now would represent in any way a reluctance
on my part to answer. I am prepared to answer. If the
procedures or the wishes of the House do not permit
that, so be it, but I do not want Members to feel that I
have funked an opportunity to respond to the ques-
tions they are putting.
Mr Clinton (PPE). 
- 
Mr President, as the person
who raised this question, might I thank Commis-
sioner Tugendhat for agreeing to answer the questions
if time is made available. I am personally very h.ppy,
because he is the only Commissioner that was here
for the full discussion yesterday. I did say earlier on
that I understood that we would have a good deal of
time this afternoon because of the way that the budget
debate has gone. Am I right in that ? !7ould it be
possible for Commissioner Tugendhat to be here in
the afternoon if he cannot now be accommodated ?
Mr Tugendhat, Vice-President of tbe Commission.
- 
Mr President, I have only one engagement today
outside the Chamber, and that is the Committee on
Budgets. If I am not in one I am available for the
other and vice versa. I shall be in attendance on the
Parliament in one form or another throughout the
course of the day.
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Mr Clinton (PPE). 
- 
I do not think that will satisfy
the House and the public, because the public were
expecting clear replies from the Commission. A
number of the people who spoke in this discussion
yesterday asked specific questions to which they
expected answers, because we have to answer in our
own countries when we go back. I think it would have
to be time in the House, so that the public could
know what has happened about this.
President. 
- 
The matter will be put to the Bureau to
see whether a debate is possible. I think that is the
best solution.
(Parliament approoed the minutes) t
2. Budget 1984 (continuation)
President. 
- 
The next item is the continuation of
the budget debate.2
Mr Peters (S). 
- 
(DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, on 28 April 1983, a large special session of
the European Parliament in Brussels discussed the
employment situation in the European Community. It
stipulated in a resolution what strategies have to be
adopted, in the view of the Parliament, to combat
unemployment on a sustained basis. I should now like
to examine, in the framework of this budget debate,
the extent to which this Parliament, with the deci-
sions of the Committee on Budgets, has followed
these particular ideas concerning the strategy for
combating unemployment.
Parliament stated at that time that a strategy had to be
initiated for improving competition in European
industry to create new jobs in those areas where there
are good future prospects. In my view, a first step has
been taken in this respect in the framework of the
budget discussions. The industrial strategy of this
budget is made clear in the results of the discussions
in the committee responsible by the fact, for example,
that a number of financial resources have been
combined and included in special Chapter 100 of the
budget to a total of 1200 million ECU. The only
blemish in this connection is that this first step in an
industrial strategy to combat unemployment is
restricted to the United Kingdom and the Federal
Republic of Germany, because what is involved is a
summation of the funds intended for equalization of
payments to the European Community. It is of advan-
tage and right that these funds are not provided indis-
criminately but are linked to precise conditions
I Documents received 
- 
Delegation of the power of deci-
sion to committees (Rule 33) 
- 
Referral to committee
(modification of referral) 
- 
I7ithdrawal of a motion for a
resolution : see Minutes
2 See previous day's debates
relating to the creation of iobs, the fight against unem-
ployment, particularly unemployment among young
people, the energy strategy with the main ernphasis
on coal policy and the communications infrastructure
to create better road conditions. I hope that we shall
give this resolution of Parliament greater stress in
financial terms in the next budget discussions,
because finance is policy expressed in money and it
can best be seen from that whether Parliament is
prepared to adhere to its own resolutions,
Secondly, on that occasion Parliament described a
reduction in working hours as an important strategy.
This reduction is not yet satisfactorily expressed in
this budget. As an example, I would mention the
Second Social Programme for the steel industry. The
Commission requested ll0 million ECU for the next
three years and this money was first to create new
jobs, second to finance the reduction in working
hours 
- 
and associated with that, above all a lowering
of the retirement age to 55 or 50 
- 
and third to set
up local coordinating offices to direct and concentrate
the regional deployment of the financial tools of the
European Community and their regional effects. As a
first step in our budget discussions, we succeeded in
getting 62.5 million ECU approved for this
programme. It is now up to the Council to follow
these ideas, approve the details of the programme and
follow Parliament's proposals.
Thirdly, Parliament has called for a concrete employ-
ment policy. !7e have a concrete employment
programme in the European Social Fund. In the
discussions, we restored l0o/o of the total cuts made
by the Council of Ministers, which provided for a
reduction of 30 % in the Commission's proposal, so
that payments reached a level of 1500 million ECU.
This 1500 million ECU represents 5.5% of the total
budget for payments. I still see in this structural imbal-
ance an unacceptable situation, which I hope we shall
resolutely change in the next budget discussions,
because in the debate Parliament called for the Social
Fund to be doubled over the next few years or rather
for it to be increased by at least l0o/o of. total bud-
getary expenditure. Approximately 700lo of these
funds is to be used to fight youth unemployment and
to create new jobs in the hardest hit regions. This reso-
lution of Parliament has been complied with as a first
step by this House. The difficulties start with the
Council in respect of funding. I hope that this can be
changed and improved in the coming discussions.
Mr Frischmann (COM). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, faced
with massive unemployment, which in most of our
States is continuing to rise, what was needed was for
the Communiry budget to adjust its social interven-
tion instruments to make them serve the objective of
creating new jobs more effectively, and here we share
the concern expressed a moment ago by Mr Peters.
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The point we need to establish now is, to what extent
this need has been answered by the proposals laid
before us today. Now, as regards the European Social
Fund, we find that very little has changed. Simplifying
the mechanisms and the decision to concentrate the
Fund's resources on helping the under 25's is of
course a step in the right direction, but this falls far
short of what is required : the question of jobs cannot
forever be limited to a single aspect, that of training
people important though it is. Among the
measures 
,proposed, there seems to be a determination
to ignore the potentially beneficial effect of Commu-
nity action to reduce the working week, and in
delaying acceptance of the central demand of the
trade union movement for gradual but rapid progress
towards a 35-hour week, the Community is not
creating the conditions in which thousands of much-
needed jobs can be freed.
Given that the Commission accepts that measures to
reduce the working week could help reduce the level
of unemployment, why has it failed to make provision
for such measures in the budget ?
The French members of the Communist and Allies
Group, for their part, have taken the initiative of
entering a new budget heading for the reduction of
the working week. They will be making it their busi-
ness, tomorrow, to ensure that this commitment does
not remain entirely a matter of form.
At any rate, it is quite clear that whatever action the
Community might take to bring about a reduction in
the working week must be accompanied by measures
designed to stimulate economic growth and industrial
development. That is why we are favourably disposed,
as my friend Mr Baillot said yesterday, towards a
policy of cooperation and industrial research in
purope, and believe that this policy should be more
clearly reflected in the budget.
Mrs Fuillet (S). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, one cannot
discuss the question of budget options in relation to
regional policy without drawing certain conclusions.
The fact is that the appropriations for the Regional
Fund are smaller in the 1984 budget than in previous
years.
This time last year we were hoping that our demands
with regard to regional action would, in 1984, be
based on new arrangements in respect of the Euro-
pean Regional Development Fund in line with
present-day socio-economic needs ; such is not in fact
the case.
The Fund no longer meets the needs of regional inter-
vention. The failure to decide on a new regulation for
the ERDF carries a double penalty. In the first place,
it reduces the credibility of the regional policy which
we are trying, as best we can, to conduct in the
Community. Secondly, it penalizes the structurally
deficient regions or those in industrial decline.
Indeed, Parliament's attitude to the budget tends to
bear this out. The Social Fund, although without
doubt less likely to generate employment than the
Regional Fund, in recent years has been viewed more
favourably than the latter. This is unquestionably due
to the inconsistency between the legal position of the
Fund and the way it is used in practice. Furthermore,
the ERDF is reproached with not using to the best
advantage the 30o/o set aside for non-structural
projects and, essentially, for projects capable of
generating long-term employment in industry, the
craft trades and services.
The fault for this lies not with the ERDF itself but in
the failure to submit applications in this sector.
Several measures can be decided here to ensure the
survival of a regional policy that has a scope as wide
as the Community itself, but which finds itself in such
an extremely difficult situation. Through its rappor-
teur, the Committee on Regional Policy has put
before you certain priorities, in particular the reinstate-
ment of the appropriations proposed by the Commis-
sion. This is necessitated by the constantly increasing
disparity between the regions. Moreover, one of the
essential features of a policy intended to reduce dispar-
ities must be support for Mediterranean programmes,
and this for reasons to do not only with future enlarge-
ment of the Communiry, but also with the existing
imbalances which will only become accentuated
unless something is done about them immediately.
Besides the almost chronically deprived regions, there
is a growing number of pockets. of poverty within
traditionally rich areas. 'We must also continue for
another year with the integrated operations which,
whilst so far being no more than experimental proce-
dures, are the expression of the coordination we have
always called for. The amount asked for by the
Committee on Regional Policy under this budget
heading reflects the figures proposed by the Commis-
sion and is still within the bounds of realism. It is
vital to stick fast to all these proposals which, in prac-
tice, also mean that small and medium-sized undertak-
ir,gs and industries receive priority treatment. For
some time now the Commission's proposals on
regional policy have coincided with the wishes of the
European Parliament, which are to channel aid to the
SMU, this aid being less costly than aid granted to
large undertakings and offering the added benefit of
generating more long-term employment.
Our general rapporteur is proposing an increase in the
quota section of the ERDF. Her proposal is entirely in
line with our desire to harmonize the regional situa-
tion by concentrating action on the least-favoured
regions. The Regional Policy Committee has for long
been calling for a geographical concentration of
regional efforts, and we are very pleased that the
Committee on Budgets has proposed this readjust-
ment. The last rwo priorities are again highlighted in
the renewed debate on the Regional Fund, an innova-
tion resulting from the Stuttgart mandate.
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The European Parliament has somehow to do the
impossible : increase the effectiveness of existing
Funds without any increase in the overall budget. If
the new option is to be taken into account, it seems to
me that this should lustify a more realistic budget allo-
cation than the one proposed by the Council. We are
not asking for an increase that fully matches the
needs because to do that would be irresponsible, given
existing demands on the budget.
Our only hope is that regional policy will not be
pushed into the sidelines in a way that we might very
soon have cause to regret.
Figures do not tell the whole story 
- 
the secret lies
in being able to gauge the resolve behind a policy.
The 1984 budget is not a true reflection of our aspira-
tions, but as things stand we shall have to be satisfied
with it. As Henri Saby said yesterday : we may have to
wait, but we must not give up hope.
Mr Herman (PPE). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, if there is
one area where Community action can be much more
effective and far less costly than national policies, that
area is research. Let me quote you some figures : if
you add together the national budgets for research, the
total comes to about double that spent by Japan on
the same research. Yet there can be no denying that
Japanese research has had the greater impact on
industry and commerce. The explanation for this
paradox lies in the fact that there is a great deal of
duplication in our research and a lack of coordina-
tion ; our efforts would certainly be more productive
and yield far better results if they were coordinated at
European level.
That is why we must give priority to this endeavour
and why this priority must be reflected in the budget.
Besides, science and research know no frontiers.
Today, all knowledge is immediately shared, so it
makes no sense to have national policies in this area.
I7hen it comes to particular fields of research, there
are today some which deserve to be given priority.
The first is, of course, research in the field of informa-
tion technology. That is why all the appropriations
that the Committee on Energy, Research and Tech-
nology has put down for this must be restored. If the
Council has struck them off, then we, the Parliament,
must reinstate them, and we shall fight for them.
It is precisely in the areas of technology and informa-
tion science that we are lagging furthest behind Japan
and the United States and where the gap is widening
at an increasing, and indeed alarming rate. For the
latest technological innovations in this area Europe is
dependent on imports to the tune of over 90 %. This
represents an enormous financial burden which our
States, our national governments, are in no position to
take on, not only because they are in a very difficult
budgetary situation, but also because whatever expendi-
ture may be required to narrow the technology gap is
far greater than the national economies can stand.
That is why this Parliament must with unwavering
determination insist that the budgets proposed by the
Commission, which the Council has cut at times
blindly and indiscriminately, are reinstated.
Second only to information technology, in my view,
comes biomolecular technology. Here again we have a
sector that is really taking off, and one full of promise
in terms of its commercial and industrial spin-off. It
would be unthinkable for Europe not to make avail-
able the necessary budgetary resources for research in
this field, on which our economic and commercial
future depends, and which could help turn the tide of
unemployment.
Mr President, my group will be urging the budget
priorities that I have just indicated and I hope that we
can count on the support of this House.
(Applause)
3. Agenda
President. 
- 
I should like to return to Mr Clinton's
statement. I have looked into the question of our
debates. !7e should complete the budget debate
around I p.m. This means that at 3 p.-. or, if the
budget debate is not completed by then, at the end of
that debate, we might hear a statement from Mr
Tugendhat, on behalf of the Commission, on the
continuation of yesterday's oral question on the
suspension of agricultural payments.
This statement, pursuant to Rule 42 ol the Rules of
Procedure, could be followed by thirty minutes of
supplementary questions. Following this, up to 5
p.m., voting time, I propose that we resume our busi-
ness with the Vandemeulebroucke and Seeler reports,
which are scheduled for tomorrow but could be taken
today.
Mr Tugendhst, Vice-President of tbe Commission,
- 
Mr President, I just want to be absolutely clear that
we are speaking the same language, albeit it with
different tongues. !0hat I offered in reply to Mr
Clinton, and what I had the impression Mr Clinton
was asking for, was that I should seek to answer some
of the questions which were posed yesterday and
which he felt had not been answered. I do not have a
statement to make. The Commission has made its
statement, I shall simply be answering questions that
arose.
President.- Fine. That is an important point.
(Parliament adopted tbe President\ proposal)
4. Budget 1984 (continuation)
President. 
- 
!7e shall now go on with our debate.
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- 
(IT) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, this Parliament has on many occa-
sions emphasized the importance of Community poli-
cies for regional development and the elimination of
regional imbalances, within the process of European
integration.
During the present term we have been able to bring
about a considerable increase in the endowment of
the ERDF and improve the mechanism of Commu-
nity aids to make it more purposeful and productive.
!7e have also been able to achieve acceptance of a
principle of great potential value for restoring balance
among the regions. Prevention and reduction of
regional imbalances have been placed among the
priority obiectives of all Community policies. Accep-
tance of this principle has meant that it could be
included among the most essential provisions of the
proposed treaty of European Union.
Recently, however, there has been a marked loss of
interest in the developmental problems of the
Community's less favoured regions. It began when the
Council proved totally unable to come to a decision
on the proposals for a reform of the ERDF which the
Commission had put forward, with this Parliament's
full backing, as long ago as November 1981. '!tr7e are
faced with a total lack of political will on the part of
the Council to pursue an overall policy of readiust-
ment and development by the coordinated use of all
the financial instruments and structural policies avail-
able in the Community. Nor do the Commission's
new proposals, which are now before us, represent a
major step forward in the Community's commitment
to achieving, notably through elimination of regional
imbalances, convergence of the Member States'
economies. There is even more cause for concern over
the erosion of Comr4unity action in favour of structur-
ally weaker regions, which has been partly due to the
new needs arising from industrial restructuring. The
European Council in Stuttgart did not put as much
stress on the importance and value of regional policy
to the process of integration as it did on the need for
reforming the common agricultural policy and for
new common policies 
- 
needs, which, of course, we
fully recognize. In acting thus the Council was
distancing itself very considerably from the solemn
declaration on European Union of 19 June 1983 in
which it stressed the importance, I quote, of the 'deve-
lopment of the regional and social policies of the
Communities, which implies in particular the transfer
of resources to less prosperous regions, so that all
Community policies and instruments can play their
full role and promote convergence and balanced deve-
lopment.' For the first time since 1980, the Council's
draft budget calls for a reduction of commitment
appropriations for the European Regional Develop-
ment Fund : from 9.2o/o to 7.8o/o of the total amount
of the budget. Although the Commission had
proposed a modest increase, the Council's proposed
appropriation is in absolute terms actually smaller
than it was in the last financial year; this would entail
a considerable reduction in aids compared with the
previous period.
This House should not agree to such a reversal. It
would nullify the measures that have been painstak-
ingly and resolutely introduced so far in the convic-
tion that the Community's policy for regional develop-
ment and readjustment was of enormous importance.
My group shall vote for the amendments that restore
higher appropriations so as to bring them as close as
possible to the Commission's proposals which them-
selves are already at the limit of the acceptable.
Ladies and gentlemen, I represent the people of the
Italian Mezzogiorno in this Parliament. It is an area
that has been placed by the Community at the head
of the list of economically backward regions. Its back-
wardness is due to a large number of serious problems
which are historical and structural in nature. In these
last four years this Parliament has been able to achieve
better and more effective support for national policies
of regional development. Let us make sure that this
achievement is not diminished by a frantic effort to
skimp and save which, while it will do nothing to
balance the Community's finances, can disappoint the
rightful expectations of the peoples of the less deve-
loped regions much more cruelly than mere figures
might indicate. The Community's regional policy
must retain absolute priority. There can never be Euro-
pean integration, ladies and gentlemen, if glaring
imbalances persist between the Community's more
prosperous and less favoured regions.
Mr Prag (ED).- Mr President, I am sorry I was at a
rather important group meeting when I should have
spoken earlier.
Mr President, I speak in my group's time but I speak
as the chairman of the all-party group on disablement
in Parliament. I am making an unashamed plea for
disabled people throughout the Community; indeed
for a single budgetary item. I am sure the Council will
listen with attention. That single budgetary item is No
6441 
- 
measures for the social integration of disabled
people.
At last the Commission, as a result of the Interna-
tional Year of the Disabled and the pressure of this
Parliament and its Social Affairs Committee in parti-
cular, is beginning to do imaginative Comnuniq,
things for disabled people.
The basic preparation for all of these imaginative
things is grouped in budget ltem 6441. Those things
are the preparations to set up a network of local
projects which will work out the best ways of inte-
grating disabled people into sociery with the coopera-
tion of everyone concerned 
- 
employers, trade
unions, local authorities, voluntary organizations. The
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lessons learned will lead to guidelines from the
Commission on disablement policy. The second thing
is the expansion of the existing network of 30 rehabili-
tation centres for disabled people, again spread
throughout the Community. The third item covered
by this budget item is a data bank: the first stages of
setting up a data bank on aids for disabled people,
methods of treating and training disabled people
throughout the Community. Only the Community
can undertake this task.
This is an immense advance on anything the Commu-
nity has done so far. It is being done by a tiny staff in
the Commission full of enthusiasm and initiative and
yet we have here the beginnings of a real disablement
policy within the Community. \fhat has happened in
budgetary terms is that the Council, in its draft
budget, has cut back the Commission's initial request
for 2 million ECU to 800 000 ECU, which is less than
the Commission has this year for that particular item.
If the Council persists it will kill the Community's
emerging disablement policy entirely at a stroke. So I
appeal to the Council not to kill the Community's
disablement policy at birth. It is easy to play with
figures but if it does continue to play with figures it
will destroy the brief hope of the 15 to 20 million
disabled people in the Community in a Europe which
cares about disablement. Please, through you Mr Presi-
dent, I ask the Council to restore this item, and there-
with the hopes of disabled people in Europe and in
the interest of Europe in disabled people.
Mr Cardia (COM). 
- 
(T) If, for the Community as
a whole, the exhaustion of own resources and the
passing of the VAT ceiling implied in this budget are
a further symptom of a crisis which is by no means
only financial, for the inhabitants of the Community's
peripheral regions, who have suffered most under the
process of market unification, it is, Mr President and
ladies and gentlemen, nothing short of tragic. It
means more loss of investment, a further shrinking of
incomes, increased unemployment.
If no signs of reform are forthcoming from Athens,
the people in these regions 
- 
and they were many 
-who had put their faith in reform and in the develop-
ment and expansion of existing Community policies
and the introduction of new and effective policies will
have to wait ...
I believe there can only be full agreement with the
position worked out, in the light of the existing
circumstances, by the Committee on Budgets ; it is an
intelligent line, which today's Le Figaro calls 'a
miracle of parliamentary adroitness'. My group has
made a not insignificant contribution to its elabora-
tion and you will remember that yesterday again we
contributed through Mrs Barbarella's speech.
But how can anyone imagine that within the present
limitations of our resources, so glaringly revealed in
this budget, even with the best management and allo-
cation of these resources, we can give any flesh or life,
either in the short or in the medium term, to that
'European research and industrial development area'
which is called for as a matter of urgent priority in the
report by Professors Albert and Ball ? Yes, it has been
placed before the House, introduced by the
Committee on Budgets. But surely it can only be as a
preliminary gesture, as a reminder to the Council ?
For how can we believe that an effective Mediterra-
nean policy, a common transport policy (which we
expect to put an end to the isolation of so many
Community areas and to the fragmentation of the
market), be possible, if we are to remain within the
limits of our present resources and of inevitably
restricted financing capabilities within the straitjacket
of an insufficient budget ?
Let me remind you that Mediterranean policy alone
which, incidentally, is of critical importance to the
enlargement of the Community, requires investments
of many thousands of millions of units of account.
The same is true of the common transport policy, the
introduction of which has been postponed for more
than a quarter of a century now. And these, note, are
not support policies; nor is the expenditure required
for bureaucratic purposes. These are short-term anti-
crisis measures 
- 
a matter of some importance, one
would think, in a Community beset with economic
decline and unemployment.
Unless Parliament speaks out loud 
- 
as it is doing 
-in this debate before the governments and peoples of
Europe, nothing new will come out of Athens and
this 'slow death' 
- 
it is time to call it that, as Profes-
sors Albert and Ball do in their report 
- 
this slow
death will take its course. It is hard to face this truth,
but face it we must and bear witness to it. It is the
only realistic step, Mr President and ladies and
gentlemen, for this Parliament to take that is conso-
nant with its historic responsibilities and duties.
Mrs S. Martin (L). 
- 
(FR)Mr President, for years we
have been talking about it, dreading it, but this time
the truth is staring us in the face : this is the last
budget that we shall be able to consider without
increasing the Community's own resources; it is
either that or renationalize all or part of the CAP, or
alternatively resign ourselves to putting into reverse
the whole process of European integration.
At this point I think it would be appropriate for me to
congratulate the Committee on Budgets, and espe-
cially its rapporteur, Mrs Scrivener, on the magnificent
work they have done.
The 1984 draft budget shows, quite rightly, that other
policies besides the CAP need to be developed. Euro-
pean policies in the social, regional and, especially,
economic sectors are vital to the survival of our
Community.
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The fact that additional resources will have to be
found to finance these new policies has already been
underlined by a number of speakers. Nevertheless,
regional policy, which, as I am sure everyone will
agree, should be given much more prominence in our
Community, cannot be considered in isolation. The
development or the under-development of most of the
regions is the result of historical, geographical,
climatic and other factors.
Clearly, the scope for development in certain regions
depends very much on the possibilities that exist
there ; some regions are by nature agricultural.
That is why, Mr President, I propose to draw your
attention to certain problems which, strictly speaking,
are agricultural problems, but which, given the inter-
dependence of regions and of the activities of the
people that live there, are also problems of regional
development.
So long as I am here in this Chamber I can under-
stand and even support the approach that the
Committee on Budgets is proposing we adopt.
Undoubtedly it makes excellent sense from a budget
point of view to put 5 % of the EAGGF appropria-
tions into reserve, and may I say in passing that these
appropriations should at all events remain with the
EAGGF. !7hat this does in effect is to leave a certain
margin of manoeuvre for the next fixing of farm
prices. It might 
- 
although I have my doubts on this
score 
- 
leave the Council without a leg to stand on,
force it to take real decisions which can only mean
increasing resources.
'When, into the bargain, together with this proposal,
we have the freezing of the refunds to the United
Kingdom and Germany 
- 
this to me means a refusal
to accept the policy of. juste retour, which is
constantly gathering strength 
- 
and when, finally, we
are asked to include a commitment appropriation to
promote the idea of a European industrial area, in
other words to give the Community scope for develop-
ment, then I am tempted to give it my blessing.
And yet we cannot applaud what is after all no more
than a wait-and-see budget, a penny-pinching budget,
even a recessionary budget.
Looking at the EAGGF, for example, I can see there
is provision for increasing the funds which, given the
current economic situation, may appear not too bad.
But I also note that, given the market position and the
short-term forecasts, we are at the mercy of events.
!7hat will happen if world prices should fall again, or
slump? Or if 1984 should turn out to be a glut year?
And then I note, too, that for the first time we are
being asked to take into account farm price increases
in the next year when preparing the initial budget,
this because we have simply nothing left for any
supplementary budgets. But I am thinking what this
will mean for the farmers 
- 
for, you see, we cannot
lose sight of the fact that when we pass the appropria-
tions for the EAGGF, we are at the same time
deciding the income of hundreds of thousands of men
and women who live off farming and whose fate
hangs by our decisions. It is easy enough for us, here,
to say that our farmers are producing too much milk,
or cereals, or whatever, and that economies will have
to be introduced. But it is also necessary to explain
this to these men and women who, for the most part,
have watched their incomes shrink over the years, to
whom a 39-hour week is a meaningless concept, who
have often gone to considerable lengths to adapt and
to modernize, and who today feel that they are being
put in the dock for having succeeded too well.
A reading of this budget should lead us, and especially
should lead the Commission and the Council, to two
conclusions. $7e cannot proceed with the construction
of Europe without an increase in own resources.
\7hen one realizes that the increase in the own
resources ceiling proposed by the Commission repre-
sents no more than a little over one percent of all our
national budgets put together, let no-one tell me that,
even in times of crisis, it cannot be done.
I7e shall have to adapt the common agricultural
policy, but not in the way the Commission is sug-
gesting, on the basis of cutbacks across the board,
when we are the world's major importers of agri-
foodstuffs.
I am all for a market economy, I am all for free trade,
but I am not about to commit suicide.
Our fathers, in founding the Community, offered the
Europeans hope. It is our duty to carry on this task. It
is above all a matter of will : the will of the Council,
which must realize that our peoples are far more
Community-minded than those that govern us and
that they expect us once again to reawaken their
hopes.
Mr Kaloyannis (PPE). 
- 
(GR) Mr President, I am
speaking on behalf of the European People's Parry, on
transport-related matters that have to do with the
budget. As we all know, the Council has not so far
implemented the transport policy called for by the
European Parliament, and has not yet published the
basic Regulation governing the financing from
common sources of infrastructural work connected
with transport. Because of this and other omissions by
the Council, Parliament has brought an action against
it in the European Court. This action is still
outstanding, and estimates by our legal staff indicate
that a decision may be forthcoming in about 5
months.
The present procedure for financing infrastructural
work in the transport sector is based on an initiative
by our Parliament which, in the budgets for 1982-
1983, approved certain sums in non-commitment
appropriations within the scope defined by the EEC
Treaty concerning the total increase in non-commit-
ment expenditure by Parliament in relation to the
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Council's draft budget. The increased appropriations
envisaged in the draft budget fot 1984 must be dealt
with according to the same procedure.
According to the Commission, the budget should
define the obiectives of the common transport policy
in a realistic way. I completely agree, and would assess
the priorities as follows :
First, priority must be given to the financing of infra-
structural works, while respecting the terms of refer-
ence already mentioned.
Secondly, there should be preference for the suPport
of plans that are ready for implementation, and which
the Commission submitted to the Council in
December 1982, within the scope of an experimental
programme due to last many years, with 
.corres-
ponalng publication of a formal decision by the
bouncil concerning the provision of legal cover for
the financial years 1983-1987.
Thirdly, Community suPPort for infrastructural work
and programmes in third countries. As an example, I
can mintion the Community's ParticiPation in
financing the furrhn motorway in Austria. This parti-
cipation should be recorded in the budget with a
memorandum.
Following my general comments on the budget
insofar as it deals with the transPort sector, I would
like to state our positions on certain appropriations in
the transport sector. In the first place, we subscribe to
the Commission's views, which we support, and
certainly with the position of the Transport
Committee as distinct from the Commission with the
amendments it has put forward. Concerning Article
780 of the budget, we agree with the allocation of 0.5
million ECU for commitment appropriations and the
same amount for payment apPropriations. As for
Article 781 
- 
financial suPPort of a proiect in the
sector of transport infrastructure 
- 
we agree with the
allocation of 105 million ECU for commitment aPpro-
priations and 32 million ECU for Payment appropria-
iions. \fe also agree with the Community's Suarantee
in Article 782, concerning projects in the sector of
transport infrastructure registered by a memorandum
under both the payments and the commitments. \X/e
also concur with the appropriation ol 471 million
ECU in the form of both commitment and payment
appropriations for special Proiects in the sector of
transport infrastructure. \7e also accept the new
Articie 784 
- 
financial suPport for proiects outside
the Community in the sector of ransport infrastruc-
ture 
- 
proposed by the Transport Committee and
registered by a memorandum under both commit-
ment and payment appropriations. We also accept
Article 785 
- 
monitoring of the freight-transport
markets 
- 
which envisages 0.8 million ECU for each
of the two kinds of appropriations. !U7e also exPress
our agreement with Article 786 
- 
functioning of the
freight-transporr market$ within the Community 
-
which envisages 0.45 million ECU for payment aPPro-
priations and the same amount for commitment
appropriations. Finally Mr President, concerning
Article 781 
- 
financial suPPort for projects in the
sector of transport infrastructure 
- 
I would like to
recommend that of the 105 million ECU, 25 million
should be registered by a memorandum from Council
for infrastructural work in Greece, precisely as envis-
aged in the Commission's draft.
(Applause)
Mrs Seibel-Emmerling (S).- (DE)W President, a
cold wind is blowing through the Community and is
shaking many but by no means all the citizens of the
European Community. However, those who day by
day have to see a creeping reduction in their rights
and their social security, for example the socially
weaker sections of society in the Federal Republic of
Germany and other Member States, the ever growing
body of unemployed in the Communiry, whose
incomes are dropping alarmingly, the working-class
families who are severely affected by the reduction in
purchasing power in their native countries and have
io accept economies, at the same time discover with
bitterneis how weak their position is in the face of a
powerful lobby from industry and commerce in the
Common Market.
Now more than ever, it is vital to achieve the obiec-
tives of the second Consumer Programme in which
improvement in the quality of life is named as one of
the Commission's tasks and which therefore includes
protection of the health, safety and economic interests
of th. .onsu-er. However, a policy is not seen in fine
pronouncements but in hard facts. Looking at the
budget appropriations for consumer policy over a
number of yea.s, therefore, it will immediately be seen
how little can be achieved here with 0.005% of the
total budget. Comparison with other policies, for
which the consumer is bled twice 
- 
namely as a
taxpayer too 
- 
presents a horrific picture.
To make some comparisons: the Community has
spent 80 times the consumers' appropriation for the
intervention for fruit and vegetables, 250 times that
for the distillation of wine, 480 times that for the
tobacco intervention, which has trebled since 1979,
and the cost of storing skimmed milk is very conserva-
tively estimated at 1355 million ECU, that is to say
almost a thousand times the value of the consumer to
the Commission. For years Community policy has
overlooked the consumer. Now, however, it is threat-
ening to become a witchhunt against his health and
his wallet 
- 
think for example of the compulsory
increase in the fat content of milk which is proposed,
the margarine tax under serious discussion or the
extension of regulations in the fruit and vegetable
market under consideration' Sad times, therefore, in
the consumer's relations with a Commission dedicated
to him, a Commission in which there is a catastroPhic
shortage of staff 
- 
probably not coincidentally 
- 
in
this very area.
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Unfortunately, there is nothing of all this in Mrs Scriv-
ener's report. turhat the Council is planning, however,
is simply a murderous attack on European consumer
policy. How else can the attempted stranglehold of a
500/o cutback be interpreted ? These cuts are abso-
lutely incompatible with the necessities of the
consumer policy; they are iust as incompatible with
the gratifying plan, under Greek chairmanship in
December, to appoint a Council of Ministers for
Consumer Affairs for the first time in the history of
the European Community. European consumers must
defend themselves. I therefore thank the Committee
on Budgets which is attempting almost unanimously
to correct the Council's irresponsible policy.
Nor can the Socialist Group share the view expressed
by the rapporteur, Mrs Scrivener, in point 30 of the
report 
- 
I quote =- that the Commission's proposal
for environmental policy was highly satisfacrory. \Ufe
do not overlook the somewhat greater efforts in the
research field but the dramatic development of our
environmental problems calls for a complete shift of
Communiry money away from environmentally
damaging surplus production to an ecologically
responsible agricultural and industrial policy. That the
Council is not prepared to do this is one of the catas-
trophes of Community policy. Another feature of this
is that the environment fund voted by this parliament
with such an overwhelming majoriry is being blocked,
above all by the German government, which is even
boasting about its move. Unfortunately, it is not the
Council, or not only the Council, who will pay the
penalty for this anti-consumer and ecologically
damaging policy, which clearly operates against the
interests of the majority of Community citizens. !7e
as members of this parliament are tired of being used
as whipping boys for the Council.
IN THE CHAIR: MR VANDESTIELE
Vice-President
Mr Ghergo (PPE). 
- 
(T) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the main reason advanced for the Commis-
sion's proposal early last Mry to increase own
resources by raising to 1.40/o the levy on the VAT
yield is the need to strengthen various Community
policies after the common agricultural policy has been
reformed. IUTell, it is with considerable bitterness that
we note the absence of a single mention of environ-
mental policy in all the speeches and all the official
documents dealing with the subject. Let one example
serve for all: the speech by the President of the
Commission at the sitting of l8 May 1983. Mr Thorn
spoke of everything : of the need to reform CAP,
industrial recovery, combating unemployment, reduc-
ing regional imbalances, monetary stability, conver-
gence, the introduction of new technologies ... All of
them important and necessary things that we unreser-
vedly approve. But of environmental policy, health
policy and consumer protection 
- 
not a word.
And none, either, in the speech from the representa-
tive of the Committee on Budgets, although the
present circumstances contain plenty of serious and
urgent reasons for a revival, or rather 
- 
given how
little has been done so far 
- 
for launching a proper
policy in this sector. This is particularly true of envi-
ronmental policy, for which current developments
create a special need.
Let me just mention the disaster in the Persian Gulf,
where 10000 barrels of petroleum are daily pouring
out of a well which has been bombed. The rwo bellig-
erent countries, Iran and Iraq, could countain the spil-
lage, particularly with the aid of international organiza-
tions, but nothing has been done. A continuous black
flood is slowly advancing upon the globe's seas which
have already seen a series of such disasters: the
"Torrey Canyon' in 1967, the'Amoco Cadiz' in l97g ,
the explosion at the Ixtoc well in the Gulf of Mexico
in 1979, to cite only some of the most important. But
nothing in the way of really substantial or coordinated
action has been undertaken. The remedies that have
been devised so far 
- 
solvents, floating or submerged
absorbents, mechanical means of removal, and so on
- 
are tragically inadequate and sometimes more
harmful than the original pollution. I need not
remind you here of the reasons why a full-scale policy
of ecological protection cannot be put off any longer':
pollution of water and atmosphere, acid rain, deforesta-
tion, desertification, erosion and all the other calami-
ties we are all aware of.
'Trees come before men; the desert follows', Chateau-
briand warned. The situation is grave and truly
alarming and all the scientists and experts are agreed
on one point : the ecological disaster, to which all the
indications point, can still be averted, provided we can
institute a comprehensive supranational policy of envi-
ronmental protection which everybody will follow.
Parliament's responsibiliry in this field is particularly
great. But also in the field of public health and
consumer protection the economic crisis cannot
excuse slowness and delay. A policy of consumer
protection is a necessary condition for qualitative
economic growth in Europe ; therefore we need prac-
tical proposals for a 'consumer policy in time of
crisis'.
The need for 'economies' is no argument: we all
know perfectly well that resources administered by the
Community for corlrprehensive policies are much
more productive than if they are dispersed into
national trickles.
But what has been,done in this 1984 budget?
Ah, well, we have had a repetition of the old familiar
farce : the Commission has made its proposals,
cautious and modest as usual, and, as usual, totally
26. 10.83 Debates of the European Parliament No l-305/ 129
Ghergo
inadequate to the needs. The Council Put an axe
through them, cutting out even some of those items
in reJpect of which regulations have been issued for
the implementation of specific actions. Then comes
the tuin of Parliament which, through its various
committees, categorically demands that the Commis-
sion's original appropriations be restored.
Which is what the Committee on Budgets has more
or less done, sharing out the 'margin' which the
Council has providentially left unused. Everybody is
happy and that is that !
The only trouble is that environmental policy,
consumer protection and public health have come off
badly once again in this budget. But it is given to man
to hope and we all like to look for the silver lining.
Let me then end on an optimistic note: may the 1984
budget be the last one to be launched under the ill-o-
mened sign of '1% VAT" !
(Applause from tbe Euroltean People\ Partl Groult)
Mrs Schleicher (PPE). 
- 
(DE) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, following the budget debate, one
wonders who actually feels answerable in the Euro-
pean Community. \7hen something does not work,
iher. .t. in fact only critics, but not constructive
critics. I maintain that there is next to no coordina-
tion in the Council. The presidency of the day
attempts to lay down main emphases, which in turn
stand in isolation from earlier emphases. The
speciatist sections in the Council do their work but
there appears to be no feedback to the toP. It can in
fact be said plainly and simply : In the Council, the
left hand does not know what the right hand is doing.
Now, it is clear from the budget discussions that the
only political will expressed is based on the idea that
national debts are weighing heavily and so rich bless-
ings are expected from Europe, if almost linear cuts
ari made there. It is true that there is constructive
cooperation between Parliament and Commission but
the Council cuts itself off, isolates itself, and is not
able to get to grips with a common policy for the 270
million inhabitants of the Community.
I am in favour of economizing, of course, but a line
must be drawn in economizing too, a distinction has
to be made between what is essential, what is impor-
tant and what is desirable. No such line is to be seen
in the budget cuts.
In regard to the European Community's environ-
mental policy, I can only say the following on behalf
of the Group of the European People's Party (Chris-
tian Democratic Group) : we suPPort the Commission
where it gives a clear lead in the continuation of the
Third Action Programme for Environmental Protec-
tion, in the fight against air pollution across frontiers,
in a conceited programme to reduce harmful
substances in our inshore waters and in the ioint
actions to counter the risks to our ,peoples arising
from the transport and disposal of dangerous wastes.
A second emphasis has to be made insofar as the
enforcement of legislative measures is concerned,
namely as the minimum requirement in equipping
the Commission for agreed duties. I should therefore
like to have a reply from the Commission as to where
it sees the limits of what is feasible and what is
possible in meeting its task of conducting a sensible
ionservation policy with limited resources. Mrs Seibel-
Emmerling, you stated in quite general terms that the
Federal Government too had done too little in this
connection. I am glad that environmental policy
played a prominent Part at the Stuttgart Summit and I
only hope that the Greek Presidency will also pursue
this lin;. However, I do not yet see any evidence of
this in the budget appropriations.
Mr Johnson (ED). 
- 
Mr President, it is almost
exactly 10 years since the Community adopted its
action programme on the environment. Since
November 1973 something like 80 pieces of Commu-
nity legislation on the environment have been passed'
t tirln[ it is fair to say that this has been one of the
more dynamic and successful of the sectors of
Community involvement. I was glad to hear Mrs
Schleicher recall the commitment made by the Stutt-
gart Summit to giving increasing priority to environ-
mental policy at Community level.
\fle have a situation 
- 
a bizate situation if you like
- 
where there is worldwide recognition of the impor-
tance of environmental threats. If you pick uP any
newspaper any day one recognizes that many of the
stories are environmental in nature 
- 
the Seveso
story, for example, the acid rain issue. In the last few
days we have seen reports from the United States
about the heating up of the world's atmosphere. There
were two reports, one from the EPA and one from the
National Academy of Sciences. The dumping of
nuclear waste, the question of the pollution of the
North Sea, the Mediterranean, the Rhine, how good it
was to see that the French National Assembly the
other day ratified at last the Rhine Treaty ! I say that
in particular since I was the rapPorteur for this Parlia-
ment. The disappearance of habitat, species. Other
speakers have mentioned the growing impact on our
environment of the common agricultural policy.
It is a bizarre situation. Almost everybody recognizes
that environmental problems are growing, are impor-
tant and touch the citizen in his day-to-day life and
recognizes that the Community has a policy and that
it is an important policy' Yet, somehow, we do not
manage to devote the resources we perhaps should
devote to these issues. Of course, everybody knows we
are in a particularly difficult situation at the moment
as far as iesoutces are concerned. It is no part of my
task today to make unrealistic claims for the environ-
ment, certainly not in the case of this debate where
we know we are rapidly approaching the exhaustion
of own resources.
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!7hat I would like to do is to pay tribute, in fact, to
Mrs Scrivener, to Mrs Squarcialupi and to other rappor-
teurs on the environment section of the budget and
those of previous years also, Mr Ghergo and Mr
Muntingh, for doing their very best at least to retain
and safeguard the progress which has already been
made. If I am honest 
- 
and I like to be 
- 
and look
at the draft which has come out of the Committee on
Budgets { will say that I think Mrs Scrivener and the
Committee on Budgets, at least as far as the environ-
ment is concerned, have made every effort to retain
the priorities which this Parliament has felt important.
After we vote on Thursday the ball will be in the
Council's court. I do appeal to the Council to take
what Parliament has suggested on the environment
seriously. For four years now we have been asking the
Council to create the environment fund. At last we
have persuaded the Commission and we have the
Budget Commissioner himself here today. How much
we welcome his personal presence !
The Commission did take it seriously. It did make a
proposal for what we have called, in our optimistic
way, an environment fund. The Council has now had
two discussions of that. In November they will have a
third. I very much hope that we will get it and get it
in the way we want it. It is a modest step but it is
important. !7hat we are engaged in now is a holding
operation : trying to keep money on the line, trying to
keep programmes going, trying to carry out policies. It
is a holding operation because we are all looking
forward to the day 
- 
and may it come soon 
- 
when
the Community finances are put on a sounder footing,
when there are new policies, new programmes and
when environmental policies and programmes be-
come truly a part of that reformed Community. I
hope that the next five-year period of the European
Parliament will see a new emphasis on environment
and I hope that the new Commission, when we have a
new Commission, will put renewed emphasis on the
environment and that in the June 1984 elections we
will be able to look at our work in this field and say
that this is one thing we did not let slip.
Mr Vandemeulebroucke (CDI). 
- 
(NL) Mr Presi-
dent, ladies and gentlemen, the Committee on the
environment, public health and consumer protection
has a number of amendments which aim to provide
the essential minimum of credits in the budget and I
fully support these amendments. In the long run,
however, our environment is going to be dependent
on, and determined by, the choices which we make
regarding energy. May I be allciwed to give some expla-
nations with regard to the amendments which I,
together with a number of my colleagues, have intro-
duced.
Two amendments provide for a credit for investigation
into diasaster programmes and emergency help
services in the event of a possible nuclear accident.
The events at Three Mile Island fortunately did not
take place in Europe, but if a disaster of this type did
occur, then we ought to be fully prepared. Other
amendments involve the scrapping of high tech-
nology nuclear projects, where there is considerable
doubt over whether they could ever be successful, and
in their place more credits would be made available
for research into alternative sources of energy, Even in
this period of slimmer budgets the Commission and
the Council are still investing 180 million ECU a year
in research into, for example, nuclear fusion which is
not going to be able to produce much in the way of
results until the next century, and is not going to
create a single new job today.
Why not use a fraction of these resources for research
into wind energy, for example ? The most important
amendments aim to make available adequate funds for
alternative demonstration proiects and non-nuclear
research. Up to now we still have no legal basis for
providing fixed credits, and the Commission must
bear a major responsibility for this, for they dallied far
too long over priority proposals. This lack of initiative
by the Commission does not, however, justify the
Council grouping all credits under article 100 and
thereby providing barely half of the credits which the
Commission had asked for.
Mr President, a budget is a reflection of the sort of
community policies which one would like to see
carried out. It is really up to us, in the European Parlia-
ment, to strive to introduce more diversity into the
energy policies of the Commission and of the Council
and this is what is behind these amendments.
Mrs Viehoff (S). 
- 
(NL) lr looks as if what has
happened is that in the Council they have gone and
hired a little band of accountants and told them to
look at the budget proposed by the Commission, with
the job of reducing it by a set figure, but how they go
about it is something we cannot go into further. !7ith
a couple of exceptions every item from the
Committee on youth, culture, education, information
and sport has been scrapped. There does not seem to
be any real policy behind this. I would like to look at
a number of items to point out and emphasize the
striking contrast between the words of the Council
and their deeds.
In Stuttgart the Council decided to promote commu-
nity activities in the field of research, innovation, new
technologies etc. A considerable amount for the new
information technology in education, you would
think. Not at all, the item has been scrapped. Then
you get the item for training of people in the new
information technology. And what do we find: that
this item has been cut by half !
Then there is the matter of unemployment among
young people, a problem which is a constant worry
for the Council, and not only because of the unem-
ployment itself, but because of the negative effect it
produces on the young. Let us take a look at the items
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which are in the budget for measures to be taken in
this area. A 530 education: cut, A 531 preparation of
young people for work : cut, A. 5330 concrete training
actions : cut. A big song and dance was made about
75o/o ol the Social Funds being allocated for the fight
against youth unemPloyment. That itself was insuffi-
cient to get anything done, but when the 450 millions
are halved, what sort of credibility does the claim
have ?
Mr President, the Council has decided to call into
being a Europan Foundation. \7hat the Parliament
thinfs of this will become clear when Mr Schwenke's
proposal is discussed this week. I will not go into this
iurth.t but I would like to say what I think the foun-
dation ought to do in the future, and that is exchanges
of young people, cultural exchanges, promoting the
teaching of foreign languages and much more' matters
which for us have long been items in the budget
which we have cherished, but which have always been
the victims of the red pencil, which is what has
happened again. If the Council thinks these matters
are io important that they are bringing into being a
special foundation, how do they square that 
_with the
cuts which are constantly being made in the budgets ?
Now iust one or two observations, if I may. The youth
forum has in recent years been doing sterling work
and could do more if they had somewhat more
resoutces, but their allocation does not even keep pace
with the percentage which is eaten up with inflation'
Adult education : year after year the Parliament has
been speaking out for this. But the 340 000 ECU
which we had in the budget two years ago is still
being held down. The Council is even proposing to
take off another 100 000. And the campaign against
illiteracy also has to be costed against this item. The
Community prides itself on its democracy, but democ-
racy is something in which everyone should be able to
take part. But such participation is in many resPects
not possible for those who are illiterate'
Then finally the item for minority languages and
cultures, reduced to a pm. Is the Council aware of the
very real importance this has for those in the Commu-
nity affected by this question ? Not the accountants
with their red pencils in every case' that much is clear'
I am pleased that the Committee for the budget was
reasonable about this and aligned itself with the propo-
sals of the Committee on youth, culture, education,
information and sport.
Now an observation concerning the amendment No
252 which concerns three items for tourism. \7e shall
shortly be discussing in this chamber the proposals
conceining Communiry activities in the field of
tourism. In the Commission there is not a single
member of staff available to attend to it, and if you
want to promote a policy you do have to put staff on
to it. Thlrefore I would like to ask this Assembly to
support amendment number 252, against the wishes
of the Commitree for the budget.
Mr Beumer (PPE). 
- 
(NL) My group has indicated
that it agrees with the basic points of the general
rapporteur for the budget, and in particular where it is
a 
-question 
of stimulating the budget items which
might have a positive effect on our employment situa-
tion. And the rapporteur for the Committee on youth,
culture, education, information and sport has also, on
behalf of the Commission, set out a number of priori-
ties which bear upon this fundamental problem. This
is very possible with regard to the various activities in
the fields of culture, education and training and soon,
it may be hoped, in that of tourism as well.
It is not only possible to find a Sreater quantity of
jobs in these fields for more young people,- b-ut also,
and what is more important, there would be iobs
which are more interesting from a quality standpoint,
jobs where creativity and craftsmanship still have an
i-pott.nt role to play. I therefore agree with what the
Euiopean Commission has said in this matter, to the
effeci that the cultural sector more than many other
sectors has been affected by unemployment. In many
of the countries of the European Community 80% of
actors are without work. I am also reminded of the
report of the International Labour Organization which
has produced figures showing that in the last ten years
employment opportunities in the cultural sector have
been halved. And that is a development all the more
regrettable in that the importance of culture is
increasing and must in this day and age continue to
increase.
I am also reminded of the report of the European
Commission on Media Policy in which it draws atten-
tion to the great opportunities for films now that there
is a move to extend television transmission time in all
countries. It is a good thing that we are involving
ourselves in this and making an early attempt to 8et
employment opportunities in this field organized.
!7tiat did astonish me, and Mrs Viehoff was also right
about this, was that on the one hand the Council in
Stuttgart did put out a number of good statements
concirning culture, education and training with
regard to young people, and with which I fully agree,
anl yet on the other hand major cuts were made in
the necessary resources provided for in the budget of
our committee. And that in spite of the fact that these
resources do not involve more than tenths of percents.
In the Stuttgart declaration reference was made to the
importance of higher education, of the exchange of
teachers and students, of the preparation of young
people for careers and of closer contact with schools,
of the education in new technologies, of the Protec-
tion of the cultural heritage of Europe, in all of which
there are many possibilities for employment. The
declaration also refers to the extension of contacts
between writers and creative artists within the Commu-
niry, which is also particularly valuable for enhancing
the consciousness of the European Community, and it
talks about close coordination of all types of cultural
activities which are desperately required'
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And then come the swingeing reductions of the sums
which were necessary for all this ! The same thing
applies to the items which cover vocational training,
and education in new technologies. Are not these the
very matters where a community approach might have
a particularly positive effect ? And is it not true that a
community approach to these problems offers a
chance of promoting really creative solutions from
certain Member States, for example in the approach to
youth unemployment, in other countries as well.
And so, Mr President, I am pleased that our parliamen-
tary Committee has paid particular attention to these
aspects in the budget and that they have restored in
their entirety the items involved. I hope that the prop-
osals of the Committee on Youth, Culture, Education,
Information and Sport which are now also the propo-
sals of the Committee on Budgets will be followed.
Mr Bord (DEP). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, I propose to
broach a topic that this House is not used to
discussing.
Indeed, I find it deplorable that the draft budget
which we are going to be asked to vote on tomorrow
takes no account whatever of an activiry that has a
very special importance in the Europe of the Ten : I
am thinking of sport.
I am shortly to have the privilege of presenting an
outline report on sport. It will, I believe, be the first
report of this nature that the European Parliament has
ever been called upon to debate. I should like to use
the occasion, together with those of my colleagues
who have a special interest in this area, to prove that
our Parliament is showing an interest in an activity in
which millions of young people and rens of thousands
of administrators are involved. Let us not forget that
sport, apart from its essential role in education 
- 
I
am thinking here in particular of the common sense
of purpose that unites all sportsmen and women 
-also plays an important role at an economic and social
level owing to the great variety of facilities that have
to be built and used in its pursuit.
I should like, Mr President, to express my disappoint-
ment at the absence of even a token entry in the
budget which would have enabled us to show that we
recognize that the idea of a Community identity can
only assume a meaningful form if it is constructed
around a joint project of which sport is an integral
part.
Quite apart from the symbolic value, the resources
that we could have had at our disposal would have
enabled us to conduct a number of in-depth studies
concerning the need to harmonize legislation
currently in force, and would moreover have given us
the authority 
- 
that is what I believe, Mr President
- 
to respond to the demands expressed by a number
of Members in this House through numerous motions
for a resolution.
Mr President, I cherish the hope that our next budget
will take account of this essential aspect of European
integration, since sport brings people closer together,
especially our young people, and gives them not only
a sense of unity but also a feeling of enthusiasm.
(Applause)
Mr Bocklet (PPE). 
- 
(DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I should like to draw your attention to two
things. As you all know, last spring this House
adopted a motion for a resolution calling for the esta-
blishment of a European youth exchange programme
by the European Community. This motion which was
adopted by Parliament with a large majority, also calls
for it to be provided with a funding level of 200 000
ECU in the first year.
Certainly, this is not 
^ 
great deal when one considers
that the Franco-German Youth Exchange Scheme
alone comprises 36 million DM this year. It is one of
our concerns that we get involved in this area, in this
subject. For this reason, I think that we should
support the proposed use of this 200 000 ECU in next
year's budget. I thank the Committee on Youth,
Culture, Education, Information and Sport for having
done this and I also thank the Committee on Budgets
which has shown a great deal of sympathy towards the
inclusion of a new line for this purpose.
By the way, I might perhaps add that the European
Summit in Stuttgart expressly confirmed youth
exchanges as one of the important factors in
extending the Community's responsibility in the
cultural field. It is now for the European Parliament,
for us all, to give financial backing to what we
resolved last spring, and I would ask you to endorse
this motion tomorrow. Secondly, I should like to turn
to motion No 475, relating to Communify funds for
occupational training in rural areas. \trfe all know that
funds for structural improvements in the structurally
weak regions of Europe can achieve very little, if we
cannot also enable people to bring about structural
change to meet the needs of the regions in question.
For this reason, these particular funds for structural
change in agriculture are extremely important.
However, motion No 475 includes an unusual feature.
It in fact removes the additional funds from the obliga-
tory section and places them in the non-obligatory
section. By doing so, we prevent the Council of Minis-
ters taking these funds away from us in the second
reading and we give ourselves the chance of retaining
these funds in the second reading.
For the sake of truth and clariry in the budget, it is
necessary that the funds for occupational training in
rural areas do not appear in the Agricultural Fund but
in the section of the budget relating to schools and
vocational training generally. Hence, therefore, my
sincere appeal for support for motion No 475 too
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tomorrow. Firstly, we shall ensure by so doing that
Parliament has the final say in relation to these funds
and shall be helping occupational training in rural
areas to be intensified in those very same structurally
weak areas.
Mr Sdlzer (PPE). 
- 
(DE) Mr President, my grouP
sees the area of research and energy policy as one
requiring special emphasis in European policy over
the next few years, because we know that all the ques-
tions which will have a decisive influence on our
future can only be satisfactorily resolved for the
people of Europe if we use and increase all the possi-
bilities available to us in the field of research policy.
This is one of the few areas of policy in which wide-
reaching effects, and above all long lasting effects, can
be achieved with relatively low resources. We can
answer for our entire policy, which we in Europe
consider sensible, only if we can also pay for it, i.e. if
the necessary resources are carefully managed. To this
end, it is essential that we achieve high productivity.
This high productivity can generally be reached only
by rationalization.
However, if it comes to the Point where we in Europe
lose iobs through rationalization, but are not creating
new jobs because the modern computer-controlled
machines are not built here in Europe but in Japan or
America, so that new iobs are then created in Japan
and in the United States of America as a result of the
jobs lost to us in Europe, if this develoPment conti-
nues 
- 
and it is already in evidence now 
- 
we shall
not be able to cope with our future problems.
!7e must therefore give increased support to the
Community programmes already begun in this field,
particularly the Esprit Programme, and treat the
budget appropriations proposed as the absolute lower
limit. Just in the last few weeks, we have been able to
ascertain once again that Europe is basically un-
beatable throughout the world in the area of research
and technology policy, and in energy policy too, if it
stands together. The successful start of Ariane or the
start-up of the nuclear fiision installation at Culham
are examples of this. Our group will therefore be
attaching the greatest importance to our fully
exploiting the leeway Parliament has in the budget in
the field of research and energy policy, because we see
here one of the most effective contributions to safe-
guarding the future of us all.
Mr Cohen (S). 
- 
(NL) Mr President, at a time when
we here in Europe are talking about our budget, there
is going on on the other side of the Atlantic Ocean, in
the United States, another debate over money. The
American Congress, the Senate and the House of
Representatives have got to make a decision on the
increase of the American contribution to the Interna-
tional Monetary Fund. Both President Reagan and the
chairman of the Federal Reserve Board, Paul Volker,
are urging the Senate and the House of RePresenta-
tives to take a positive decision on the increase. So at
the same time we have in Europe and in America a
debate over financial resources which might be made
available for the developing countries, for the third
world. The great difference is, and the American
government gets criticized for Reaganomics, is that in
ihe United States of America the government is
pushing to get a positive decision, and in Europe the
Council of Ministers is trying to cut what we in Parlia-
ment have always wanted. \flhat the Council has this
year done once again with the sums which the
Committee on Development and Cooperation put
into the budget, beggars all description.
In the few minutes which are allowed me it is natur-
ally not possible to take it item by item and I will not
do so. I will only give a couple of examples. Ifle all
know that the Parlialnent, in the matter of the area of
development and cooperation, made a good start by
adopting the resolution concerning hunger in the
world. A resolution which has a very clear role to play
in this Parliament, in that year after year in the
debates on the budget it is again quoted and used as
an argument, to try and ensure that the subiect is well
provisioned with reference to chaPter 9 of the budget.
!flhat has the Council done in its innocence, in its
feeble-mindedness ? I do not know which terms I
must find for the doings of the Council. S7hat has the
Council done ? The special section 'combating hunger
in the world' which was put into the budget by the
Commission has simply been scrapped, and a pm has
been put in its place. The Committee on Develop-
ment and Cooperation, and the Socialist Group, are
naturally in favour of the amount being reintroduced
into the budget.
This also applies to food assistance' I7e have spoken
in this Parliament again and again about food assis-
tance. We are not satisfied with all the methods which
up to now have been used in connection with food
assistance. Food assistance as part of a food strategy, as
part of the campaign against hunger, that is also a
matter which we have always supported, both in the
matter of grain and in that of powdered milk and
butteroil. \7e are therefore convinced that the
amounts must be included as proposed by the
Commission.
But perhaps still more important is the item : assis-
tance to the non-associated countries. It is something
of an anomaly that we are still talking about non-asso-
ciated countries when even in the Convention of
Lom6 the word association no longer occurs, and it
would therefore be better to change the term. It is
rather a matter of the countries which are not affili-
ated to the Lom6 Convention and which we never-
theless want to help under this item. And whenever
we want to raise slightly each year this amount, the
amount is reduced by the Council. The Commission
had provided for 300 million ECU, the Council has
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allocated 200 million and we believe 
- 
we must also
naturally take the margin into account 
- 
that a
minimum of 250 million ECU should remain this
year in the budget.
I have said, Mr President, that it is not possible to deal
with every item where the Council has been hacking
away with a blunt chopper. It should only be made
clear that what the Council is doing at this moment is
much 'worse than what the so-called conservative
government in the United States is planning to do. I
return to what I said at the start of my argument : in
the United States at the moment they are pleading
that the Americans at least increase to the minimum
required their contribution to the International Mone-
tary Fund. I7hat the Council of Ministers here in
Europe is doing is to try to reduce what we want to do
for the third world, to lower it, to make a develop-
ment policy impossible.
My group cannot do other than to make the strongest
possible protest against this way of proceeding. Firstly
in the Committee on Development and Cooperation,
and then in my own Group, we went through item by
item and we are convinced that a maiority in this
Parliament must be found, and a majority will be
found 
- 
to see that an important policy of the
Community, the policy concerning the third world
countries, is shaped in the shape it should have. The
form that policy should take is something the Parlia-
ment has already repeatedly made clear, among others
in the resolution concerning hunger in the world, in
the draft resolution that we a month ago adopted over
the extension of the Lom6 Convention, in the resolu-
tion of this Parliament on UNCTADF conferences
and regarding the conference of the less developed
countries in Paris.
I7hat we want is clear, but the Council is endea-
vouring to make it impossible. Together with
colleagues in this Parliament we would like to try to
see that at least a necessary minimum is tomorrow
incorporated into the budget.
Mrs Rabbethge (PPE). 
- 
(DE) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, among the priorities our Parliament
has always set in budgetary matters, development aid
has always featured prominently. The Group of the
European People's Party has always supported this
position, in the Committee on Development and
Cooperation, in the ACF 
- 
EEC Joint Committee, in
the Committee on Budgets and here in plenary
session.
\7hat an unpleasant surprise, what disappointment
and consternation at the Council's draft budget for
1984, which takes absolutely no account of what our
Parliament put forward as guidelines. !7e have repeat-
edly heard fine words on this subject but obviously
there is no spark of good will at all to do something
about it. My group has already said in relation to the
Irmer Report that voting time for the 1984 budget
would be the moment of truth.
\Ufle have been able to introduce amendments in the
Committee on Development and Cooperation, from
which it emerges cliarly that greater funds are
required for a credible development aid policy than
the Council had allocated. Secondly, we accept the
fact that leeway in the budget is restricted for
everyone. Even if we agree on this point, it must be
said that diversification seems possible in the field of
food aid 
- 
as Mr Cohen just mentioned 
- 
and of
cooperation in the energy sector and cooperation with
the non-associated countries.
It must at least be ensured that our special
programme 'Fight against Hunger in the World',
which our Parliament has always supported unreser-
vedly, can be continued. How else can the European
Community remain credible, how can it continue
talking about the North-South dialogue, if it allows
itself to be robbed of its funds, its practical imple-
ments ?
Negotiations on the Lom6 III Convention have begun
between the ACP countries and the Community. The
financial framework has been left open as yet and is
not to be worked out until the end of the negotiations.
But what positive content can these new negotiations
have if the Community, even in its own budget, sets
the level of funding for development aid in a way that
shows a lack of interest by this same Community in
the vital questions of development aid policy ?
Now the current negotiations are still the fervent hope
of many millions of people in the Third \7orld. I urge
you, therefore, to support the proposals made by the
Committee on Development and Cooperation, as
formulated by the Committee on Budgets. This is
simply essential if we want to continue to be regarded
as decent and credible in our political line.
(Applause)
Mr C. Jackson (ED). 
- 
Mr Presidenr, I asked my
young daughter the other day how she would explain
the word 'priorities'. After some thought she said :
'tU7ell it means whether you choose an ice-cream first
or an apple. I'd choose the ice-cream'.
This debate is about priorities and the point I want to
make above all else is that the Council of Ministers
has got its priorities very wrong. Iflho would believe
that the Council has chosen to spend more next year
on feeding surplus milk powder to farm animals than
on the whole of our programme to help developing
countries, people in dire poverty around the world ?
Yet that is the fact. If we were to accept the Council's
draft we would vote 894 million ECU for sulplus milk
powder to farm animals and only 864 million ECU
for our whole development programme. I put it to you
that that is a sense of priorities of which to be
ashamed.
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This Parliament has always given a high priority to
development. It is a thread that runs through our
work fiom our early debates on hunger in the world
to the 1983 budget which took as its joint priorities
development help for the Third tUflorld and employ-
ment in the European Community. Many of us know
personally how greatly European Community aid is
valued by ACP countries and Asia and Latin America
alike. \U(e know how great is the need for our help,
that the number of mouths to be fed is increasing fast
and despite increasing food production the number of
people hungry and starving is also increasing.
It is against that background that I confess that my
group iead the draft budget with a sense of incredu-
lity. We believed that the Council shared our belief in
thi importance of action to help the Third rU(rorld'
But what did we see ? \U(e saw the most vicious cuts
placed in the development budget. We saw that the
bouncil had sliced over one-third, in fact nearly
400/o,lrom the expenditure planned by the Commis-
sion. This is the severest cut in the whole budget'
Furthermore, it is a cut of over 20 o/o compared to last
year.
!7hy was such a cut Put forward ? !flas it tired cyni-
cism in the knowledge that we would try to restore
the cut ? The Council will also talk of budget strin-
gency. In that they are of course right. But they must
also look at their internal priorities and I have to say
that the sort of priority that spends more on shoving
surplus milk down the throats of farm animals than
on helping the millions of people in the world in
grinding, desperate Poverty is a priority that_ my group
i.nnot accept. This is a budget of warped priorities
which Parliament must, and I believe will, correct'
I now turn to the detail of the development budget'
First, food aid. Alas, even here we see the Council's
preoccupation with disposal of farm supluses._For over
iralf the-funds in their proposal go on food aid and of
those funds the maior Part is for getting rid of the
mountains of skimmed milk and butter. It would be
different if these products were easily stored and used
like cereals. But we know, and the Council knows,
that they are not. I want to see more sPent on cost
effective useful products like cereals and less on the
disposal of milk.
But even more important than food aid are the
Commission's moves towards helping the developing
countries to grow for themselves the food that they
need, reserving food aid for emergencies only' I know
many people in Parliament and outside believe that
our iood aid all goes to feed the hungry, but the truth
is that much of it is iust balance of payments suPPort
to recipient Sovernments, not even linked to food
strategils. \7e have a duty to use our development
fundJin the most effective manner' and it is vital that
our main effort should be directed towards helping
self-reliance in developing countries. To that end, I
want to see less in food aid and more in other chap-
ters. One such is aid to Asia and Latin America 
- 
the
so-called non-associated countries. Parliament has
already called upon the Community to shoulder wider
responsibilities here in line with its position as the
world's largest trading power and its inter-dependence
with these developing countries.
To take one small example, when Mr Bradford Morse
- 
the UN Deputy Secretary General 
- 
visited the
Committee on Development and Cooperation last
week he said that the key hindrance to development
in many countries was a lack of skilled people. He is
absolutely right and I want to see our budget do much
more in the field of training and scholarships for the
Third lforld. The programme of aid to non-associated
countries is thus of the greatest importance' Yet even
this programme was subiected to swingeing cuts.
I am not satisfied, I must say, with the disbursement
of current funds. But even this problem comes back
to the Council, who have consistently refused to let
the Commission have enough staff to run some of
their programmes properly. It is a fact that the
Commission has fewer staff in DG VIII per million
dollars spent than any aid department in any Member
State. I know well that there are grumbles about the
quality of some of the Commission's aid programmes'
But ii that surprising if they are denied the staff to
operate properly ? Recently Commissioner Pisani said
that he would undertake a comparison of Commission
aid versus Member State bilateral aid and I welcome
that undertaking. In this 
- 
as indeed in all learning
about development Programmes 
- 
evaluation is vital'
Is it not then the height of cynicism that the Council
- 
who grumble about Commission aid administra-
tion and, to our distaste, insist on such detailed over-
sight of this aid that it even delays some Programmes
- 
should then cut in half the small budget for proiect
evaluation ? Yet that is what they have done.
Finally, we have just embarked on the negotiations for
the successor to the Lom6 Convention
tion hailed as a model of cooperation between Europe
and the Third r$(rorld, between North and South.
\7hat a start it is in the face of those negotiations now
opening to propose a cut in our development budget
oi ZOo/i ! Is that really wise ? Is that what cooperation
means to the Council ? I started by mentioning my
daughter's choice between the apple and the ice-
.r.... She is one of the lucky children in the world
in which millions of children go hungry and face, at
best, a future full of uncertainty and, at worst, a future
totally devoid of hope. !7hen we hand the develop-
ment budget back to the Council I believe we shall
have given them a lot to think about. I hope they will
review their pridrities about development and agree
with some of ours.
President. 
- 
Our greetiflgs to your daughter, Mr
Jackson.
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Mrs Poirier (COM). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, as the
debate shows, what unfortunately matters most
concerning the budget and developmenr is the fact
that the Council has cut the appropriations by almost
one-third. The point is that the EEC will not solve its
problerns by increasing the difficulties of the deve-
loping countries. One may wonder, in fact, what is
there left of the promises and the assurances given
only a short time ago when the Consultative
Assembly met in Berlin, including those relating to
the problem of mutual interests. Seeing the
maneuvring that led to the blocking of development
appropriations that had already been included in the
budget, there is every reason to fear a repetition with
those that have not yet been included, as the Commis-
sion has not, so far, fixed any amount for Lom6 III.
But nothing has been settled as regards that and these
considerations strengthen our conviction that the
proposed allocation for the EDF will merely expose it
to the same uncertainties as the Community budget,
with consequences that the developing countries will
find it extremely difficult to bear.
It is in the light of these anxieties that we have tabled
a series of amendments the aim of which is, in the
first instance, to respond to emergency situations, and
in the second instance to pave the way for the future
as regards development. In particular, we have tabled
an amendment calling for emergency aid for the
Sahel, which for months has been in the grip of a
drought that is threatening thousands of people with
starvation, as well as an amendment calling for
increased aid for the fight against hunger in the world,
which must continue to be one of the Community's
main priorities.
In the area of agriculture, we shall go on tirelessly
insisting 
- 
because it is right and because it can be
done 
- 
that the EEC finally agree to supply, at prefer-
ential prices, such agricultural products as are avail-
able in the EEC, a request that has been echoed by
the ACP countries and for the past seven years denied
by the Community. '\tr7e have called on the EEC to
defray the transport costs for food aid, which deve-
loping countries are often unable to meet, and also to
participate in the International Fund for Agricultural
Development and contribute to the operation of the
Common Fund.
Let me say, incidentally, that several of these amend-
ments have had the approval of the Committee on
Development and Cooperation and of the Committee
on Budgets. Lastly, we believed it logical to call on the
EEC, through an amendment, to give concrete expres-
sion to its support by financial aid to the least deve-
loped countries. Some of you may be surprised at the
size of the sum we are proposing for this, but we are
extremely concerned at the dramatically worsening
situation in these countries, which are for the most
part ACP countries. At the Paris Conference in 1981,
the EEC gave certain specific undertakings. At the
UNCTAD meeting in Belgrade the developing coun-
tries put this point at the top of the agenda. The
Consultative Assembly in Berlin passed an amend-
ment along the same lines, and both Community and
ACP countries voted for it. The amendment we have
put down on this question seeks to give concrete
expression to a political undertaking. That is why we
are asking for a roll call vote on this point.
In conclusion, Mr President, we are today on the eve
of the Athens summit, whose theme is precisely that
of budgetary reform. I7e hope that this summit will
not be the occasion for further savage cuts, serving
only to pass on the effects of the EEC's crisis and diffi-
culties to those already hard enough hit: the deve-
loping countries.
Mr Irmer (L). 
- 
(DE) Mr President, my group will
support the motion that the funds intended for
Turkey should be placed in reserve. I also ask our
colleagues in the other groups to adopt this proposal
and vote with us that the money for Turkey should
not be released without second thoughts.
You all know the situation: an election is to be held
in Turkey on November 5th but the conditions of this
election 
- 
the procedure, admissibility of parties and
choice of candidates 
- 
cannot be regarded as democ-
ratic without any qualification. !7e are still very
concerned that the promises by the military of a
return to democracy may be well meant but that
implementation will lag f.ar behind the promises
made to us. It seems bizarre to us to act in such a situ-
ation as if nothing had happened and release the
funds. !7e believe that to transfer these funds to the
reserve will express our political will very clearly,
which is : we want democracy restored in Turkey
without any ifs and buts : no party, no candidate must
be excluded. A democracy really worthy of the name
must be established. We want this in the interest of
the Turkish people, but we also desire it in connec-
tion with our cooperation with Turkey. If we now
make this budget transaction 
- 
we can withdraw the
funds from chapter 100 at any time if we need them
and the situation has changed 
- 
in my view we shall
be giving the Turkish military a clear indication of
what our political concern is.
I should like to comment very briefly on a second
point: I have been asked by Commissioner Pisani to
withdraw the amendments which I tabled on behalf of
the Committee on Budgetary Control in regard to
food aid, in fact in respect of earlier years and the
current years. I cannot do this because I am not autho-
rized by my committee to do so. However, I was very
pleased to hear Mr Pisani's statement yesterday that he
would look into this problem. Should the amend-
ments fail to obtain a maiority in the House
tomorrow, I ask the Commission not to infer from
that that the House no longer has any interest in this
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problem but that we shall trust Commissioner Pisani
to keep his promise. If this promise were not to be
kept, however, and we are faced with the same diffi-
cult situation, I shall reintroduce these amendments
in the next budget proceedings. Let me say this now
to the Commission as a mild threat.
(Applausc)
Mr Deleau (DEP). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, I intend to
confine myself to a few observations about the
economic part of the 1984 general budget. This, as
certain Members have already made very clear, is a
difficult area given the political climate in the run-up
to the European Council in Athens, given also the
technical constraints in the shape of Parliament's
narrow margin for manoeuvre, and especially the
inviolable ceiling on available own resources.
Thus, in drawing up the proposals on which we shall
soon be called upon to vote, our rapporteur, Mrs Scriv-
ener, was obliged to steer carefully around maior
obstacles.
Before going on I should like to take this opportunity
to pay tribute to Mrs Scrivener for the remarkable job
she has done. I listened very carefully to her general
statement yesterday and I learned a great deal about
what Parliament's intentions should be as regards the
budget. I should like at this point to make an observa-
tion of a general nature to underline both the
problem of revenue and the necessity for the Commu-
nity to generate new revenue. Regardless of what
conclusions the next European Council may come to
on the future financing of the Community, each of us
is very well aware that even if it is decided to raise
VAT, which we are in favour of, the procedure for
having this ratified by the national parliaments is such
that the Community could not expect to see its
resources increased before 1987 or 1988, which would
leave the problem of the depletion of own resources
unresolved for the next few years.
This seems to me an opportune time in this debate,
therefore, to point out that there is another possible
way of raising revenue which does not involve any
revision of the Treaties, namely by a tax on oils, fats
and cereals substitutes, as well as a Community tax on
energy produced, all of which could increase the
Community's resources by several billion ECU annu-
ally. The revenue situation as it stands at present effec-
tively places Parliament in a position where, if it is to
conform to budgetary law, it has to accePt the cuts
imposed by the Council.
This situation, in which Parliament is confronted with
widely different estimates from the Commission and
the Council, cannot be tolerated. If Parliament is not
to be placed in such uncomfortable situations in the
future, I believe it would undoubtedly be worth consid-
ering a review of the procedures by which estimates of
revenue are drawn up. Clearly the severely limited
resources at our disposal do not make our task of
drawing up this budget any easier, especially consid-
ering that one of the main priorities we want to assiSn
to it is the fight against unemployment through
improved training and by developing productive
investment. \7e fully subscribe to these policy guide-
lines spelt out by Mrs Scrivener and endorsed by the
vast majority of Members in this House.
\U7e also support the measures proposed for imple-
menting them, which place emphasis on helping
people to become better qualified, and on matching
qualifications to the iob of work, as well as on job-
creating productive investment, in order to fight
against industrial decline, preserve the traditional
sectors of industry, and sustain the competitiveness of
our growth industries.
I acknowledge the special' effort made by the
Committee on Budgets, which has ended up pro-
posing a very substantial increase of 122 million ECU
in payment appropriations for the economy and
industry sectors to enable essential measures to be put
into effect within the framework of their obiectives
and transform a transitional budget, as presented by
the Council, into the progressive budget proposed by
the rapporteur. However, given the magnitude of the
industrial and economic problems with which the
Community is faced, the proposed appropriations
must be regarded as the very minimum that Parlia-
ment can ask for, because a genuine European indus-
trial, monetary and economic policy calls for a budget
of a very different scale, particularly if, as the rappor-
teur, Mrs Scrivener, rightly said yesterday, Europe is
apparently in decline.
Nevertheless, we believe there are many specific
measures that could be proposed and undertaken by
way of common economic and industrial policy,
without the necessity for substantial budget appropria-
tions. For example, we could eliminate the barriers to
the free movement of goods, harmonize standards,
formulate a genuine industrial policy for sectors in
difficulties, and launch a Community proSramme to
help small and medium-sized undertakings, whose
role was rightly emphasized in Mrs Scrivener's report.
That is why we urge Parliament to approve the neces-
sary appropriations 
- 
which are after all modest 
-for the setting up, in 1984, of the European Centre for
Small and Medium-Sized Undertakings which,
throughout the remainder of 1983, the year of the
SMU's and of the craft industries, would allow these
categories of undertaking;s, industry, commerce and
craft trades to be helped in gaining a better know-
ledge of the Community market and easier and more
ready access to sources of finance. It is worth
recalling, moreover, that the 1983 general budget had
opened a budget line with a token entry for setting up
this European Centre for SMU's. Under these circum-
stances, if Parliament's action is to be consistent, there
must be an allocation in payments for this item in the
1984 budget.
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However, that does not mean that we are against
launching a new Community programme relating to
the development of a European industrial area, even
though this attractive and ambitious idea sounds more
like a slogan than a clearly-defined programme. But
we doubt that the European industrial area, with a
token entry against the various proposed budget head-
ings in payments and very large amounts in commit-
ments, constitutes an appropriate a4d practical
response to the economic difficulties and employment
situation in the Community, which calls for concrete,
urgent and specific measures.
That is why, given the importance of the small and
medium-sized undertakings to our industrial and
social fabric, we urge Parliament to pass appropria-
tions sufficiently large to allow the Community gradu-
ally to commit itself to a Community policy of
support for small and medium-sized undertakings and
craft trades, a vital economic force that the Commu-
nity cannot continue to qeglect, especially, Mr Presi-
dent, in view of their universally acknowledged contri-
bution to the fight against unemployment, a fight that
must remain one of this Parliament's main preoccupa-
tions.
Mr Maffre-Baug6 (COMI. 
- 
en Mr President, I
propose to say a few words about the 1984 budget, a
budget which gives us a foretaste of the political direc-
tion that we can expoct the Athens Council to take,
and which also happens to be the last budget before
the European elections.
The Scrivener exercise has for me the appearance of a
political appeal, a kind of signal inviting the Council
to block EAGGF appropriations amounting in all to
825 million ECU. It is an invitation to the Commis-
sion to embark on a repressive reform of the common
agricultural policy. Both the Scrivener exercise and
the Commission's exercise in suspending for an indefi-
nite period advance payments of refunds and certain
forms of aid show the same willingness to divert away
funds originally intended for agriculture. \fline-
growing and fruit and vegetables 'ape liable to be
directly hit by this shock wave. lU7hat happened to the
promises made concerning Mediterranean produce ?
Now, with the Athens Council approaching, enlarge-
ment is on the agenda. !(hilst we acknowledge that
there has been a slight improvement in the fruit and
vegetable regulation passed by the Cguncil, we really
cannot subscribe to the idea being put about that this
improvement amounts to removi4g an obstacle to
opening negotiAtions on enlargement. Presenting
matters in this light is bordering on a breach of trust.
The measures that have been adopted should have
been so in the context of a justifiable catching-up of
these long-neglected production sectors, never should
they have served as an excuse for enlargement.
\U7e are of course delighted with the points secured in
the new regulation, both as regards organization of the
markets and protection against imports from third
countries. Ife did in fact present a report on behalf of
the Committee on Agriculture which was adopted in
plenary session. \7e maintain that these measures are
simply a catching-up exercise and noffring more, and
are not to be regarded as a green light for enlarge-
ment. Enlargement is bound to present some formid-
able problems, both social and economic. The
Community does not appear to appreciate its impact
and its consequences. Our regions are going to be
faced with a fait accornpli Whole sectors of our
French Mediterranean production are going to be
ruined, with agri-food produttion shifting to the
poorer countries, leaving a trail of unemployment and
despair among many farm workers. Would it not be
better to come to grips with this thorny problem by
establishing financial protocols and by ordered and
progressive cooperation in each sector ? I note that it
is precisely those who are pressing most vigorously for
enlargement that are also denying the vital appropria-
tions and safeguards; they are behaving like sorcerer's
apprentices or wreckers and I shall hold them respon-
sible for the outcome.
Mrs Lenz (PPE), co-rapporteur of tbe Committee of
inquiry into tbe situation of women in Europe. 
-(DE) Mr President, ladies aqd geirtlemen, I am sorry
that it is only this morning Ihat I am able to present
the report for the Committee of inquiry into the situa-
tion of women, but the Eurgpean elections occasion-
ally demand their dues in the evenings.
The committee of inquiry has examined the draft
budget and the cuts demanded by the Council, which
we greatly regret, in detaif. A shift in the budget
towards a policy closer to the interests of our citizens
would perhaps have gained greatgr understanding for
Community policy in the eyes oY the women of our
Community. \U7e appreciated, however, that tight
financial management is called for and our proposals
therefore follow the principal rapporteur's line in the
main. At the same time, the cor4mittee of inquiry is
fully aware that the situation of woqren in Europe
requires great attention if the mistakes of the past are
not to be repeated. There is on the one hand the
disproportionately high level of unemployment
among young women, which goes back to the fact
that not enough training opportunities are made avail-
able to them. There is the growing number of women
who, partly because of their high standard of educa-
tion but also for material reasons, wish to return to
work to help with the family budget. There is still to a
large extent a lack of awareness by society that women
are well able to cope in all spheres of life and of
government even without government appeals, as they
have done often enough. There is also the field of
information, where the work begPn by the Commis-
sion must be vigorously pursued if the oblective of
promoting equal rights is to be attained.
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The committee of inquiry is extremely sorry that it
has not been possible to include a special line for posi-
tive action in favour of women in the 1984 budget.
However, as the Commission always supports equal
rights so strongly, we assume that the Commission's
actions and the attitude of the Council of Ministers
are serious and these positive actions will appear in
the general budget as a matter of course. In so doing,
we also assume that the call for staff and material
support for the information bureau for women can be
considered by the Commission and that the action
proSramme, which is included in the budget to the
full amount, will be fully implemented. To prevent
these important appropriations being lost in view of
the economy measures, the committee has 
- 
with
the approval of the Committee on Budgets 
-preceded each of the various items with a detailed
explanation showing clearly the necessity of an
adequate number of women's measures. The European
Parliament now has the opportunity to show with
these proposals that it is really serious about the
equality conjured up in soap-box speeches. I7e also
ask the Committee on Youth, Culture, Education,
Information and Sport to take appropriate account of
these things in its future proposals, because education
lays the foundation stone for implementing equal
rights which forms the basis for any future-oriented
family policy, that in the view of us all should also be
based on partnership and freedom of choice. In the
last budget resolution before the second European
elections, the European Parliament and also the
Commission and Council of Ministers can show how
seriously they have taken their good intentions. The
committee of inquiry will align its final report on this
attitude.
In view of the difficult years ahead of us and the need
to mobilize all the citizens of Europe for progress in
the unification of Europe, I should like to say quite
clearly 
- 
and this holds for men and women:
lTithout knowledge no future is possible and without
education no possibility of making one's way in life.
\Tithout equal opportunities at work and in public life
there will not be the courage in society to take respon-
sibility and so no will for Europe. The committee of
inquiry therefore asks the European Parliament to be
aware of its responsibility in this respect in tomor-
row's voting.
Mrs Vayssade (S). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, the Euro-
pean Parliament has made the fight against unemploy-
ment its main priority in the 1984 budget.
As Mrs Lenz said just now, women are particularly
hard hit these days, especially young women, although
the situation doc-' vary from country to country and
from region to region. They are also hardest hit by the
side effects of the crisis, by the cuts in the social
budgets in many countries, and some people are begin-
ning to think that perhaps women would do better to
stay at home after all.
Now, as Parliament affirmed in the April debate on
employment, this would be the worst possible solu-
tion; indeed one cannot turn the clock back now:
women have entered the world of work to stay.
'Women today play an essential role in our societies,
so we have to work on that basis and stop hankering
after the impossible. Even the Council has come
round to this view: last year, in adopting the action
programme for women, it said in its preamble that in
times of crisis especlally vigorous action was needed
on behalf of women, who had handicaps to overcome.
This is something that must be taken into account in
the budget, and I deplore the fact that the Council has
this year once again failed to obey this logic and that
the appropriations of particular importance to women
in a number of areas 
- 
including the funds needed to
implement the action programmme 
- 
have been
very substantially cut by the Council, but I hope
Parliament will again this year, as it did last year,
affirm its determination to see equality of opportuniry
made a reality.
First of all there is the appropriation for the European
Social Fund. I7e accept the new policy for the Social
Fund and the idea of giving priority to young people.
And we believe it essential for the principle of the
balance between men and women to be applied to all
programmes arranged under the auspices of the Social
Fund.
I find it regrettable that there is no longer any
mention of positive measures, not even under the
remarks, and especially the fact that no special budget
line has been set aside for these measures. S7e were
not expecting a 'Positive Measures' item to be written
in, we were merely asking that among the measures
on behalf of young people, among the measures on
behalf of adults, some small percentage should be set
aside for women. The positive measures are intended
to help women overcome the handicaps from which
they suffer and achieve genuine equality of opportu-
nity; if we'are to have positive action on behalf of
women that go beyond just fine words, then we must
see to it that these measures are put through.
The same goes for education, training and access to
new technologies, and here I welcome in fact that the
Committee on Budgets, in response to an appeal by
the Committee on Youth, Education, Information and
Sport, has reinstated some of the appropriations.
I am also very pleased indeed that the Committee on
Budgets has approved the appropriations for the equal
opportunity action programme urlder Item 5440 and I
hope the European Parliament.will give this its whole-
hearted support.
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Finally, I should like to stress how important it is for
women to know about what the Community is doing.
The Community has done a great deal. There are
many measures already being implemented or in
course of preparation, but for these measures to be
truly effective people must be aware of all that is
going on. I also believe it very important to maintain
the funds under Item 2720 for information, although
I am disappointed that the line for ''!tr7omen' set up
last year by the European Parliament does not appear
in this year's programme, and I am moreover amazed
that Parliament did not pay greater attention to this ; I
hope it will be able to put matters right at the second
reading.
The Socialist Group are convinced that legal equality,
iust as equality of opportuniry, is vital in our societies
and will vote for any proposal in the 1984 dnft
budget that will advance the cause of women.
Mr Georgiadis, President-in-Office of the Council of
lllinisters. (GR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I have listened with great interest to the
debate on the 1984 budget. 'I shall try to answer at
least some of the comments and questions raised by
Honourable Members.
To begin with, however, I would just like to say that I
reject all the accusations hurled at Council, namely
that it has acted arbitrarily, with superficiality and
irresponsibility, and I believe many of you will take
the point that iust as you are responsible to those who
elected you, so too are the governments, which make
up the Council of the European Communities, respon-
sible to the peoples that put them into office and
hence to the people of Europe as such. This, indeed,
is why the decisions taken are characterized by respon-
sibility, serious-mindedness and realism, because the
problems we have in common are difficult, and good
intentions alone are not enough to solve them; we
must also pay due regard to what can be achieved in
practice.
Mr President, please allow me to continue in German,
and this for no special reason but only for technical
convenience, admittedly in contravention of my basic
principle, which I imagine you also share, namely that
all the languages should be considered equivalent in
this Parliament.
Not least, I should like to foin with those Members
who have paid tribute to the work done by the
Committee on Budgets and, in particular, by Mrs Scriv-
ener. The analysis your rapporteur has given of the
problems confronting us alleviates the difficult
problems we still have to resolve together, not only for
Parliament but also for the Council.
As I said in my opening remarks, the Council
welcomes the fact that Parliament has adopted our esti-
mates of revenue in 1984. What Mr Tugendhat said
about the uncertainty prevailing in this respect
supports the Council's cautious view.
Mr Chanterie asked me about the current state of
negotiations on the reformed Regional Fund. Since
the Commission presented its new proposals on the
Community's Structural Fund in August of this year,
there has been an unbreakable link between the
discussions on the future of the Regional Fund and
this entire range of problems. I must therefore tell you
quite frankly that a decision on a reformed Regional
Fund is hardly likely before the solution to the
general problems of the Structural Fund which are to
be discussed in Athens.
As far as the Social Fund'is concerned, I should like
to confirm Mr Patterson's statement. The harmoniza-
tion process in fact reached a successful conclusion
once the Commission had agreed to contact the Euro-
pean Parliament before adopting the so-called guide-
lines and the Council had changed its attitude. I
myself had the pleasure of negotiating the appropriate
solutions with the President, Mr Dankert.
Mr de Courcy Ling asked very politely how the
Council could justify its decisions on the Maghreb
and Mashrag Agreements. As the Commission
proposed in its preliminary draft, the Council
included an endorsement in these financial agree-
ments as authorization to commitments. The token
entry for this budget line called for by Commissioner
Pisani therefore represents a completely new proposal
by the Commission.
Mr de Courcy Ling criticized the Council's position
regarding the question of the delegations in deve-
loping countries. The Council has not been able to go
along fully with the Commission's proposal of an
increase in these funds. It has had to exercise the
utmost economy with this administrative expenditure
too.
I would say to Mr Lange, who has spoken of my
personal views on increasing own resources, that there
must be a misunderstanding. It goes without saying
that the increase in our own revenue is only one
element in the general discussion.
Turning to Mr Croux, I should like to stress that I and
Parliament will do all we can to achieve a successful
outcome in Athens. It is because I should like to help
the negotiations that I proposed that the House waive
the demand for inclusion of the repayments in
Chapter 100. As for the Mediterranean programme, I
should like to say that examination of the Commis-
sion's proposals in this connection only began at the
start of the Greek presidency. This examination will
be pursued in earnest in the framework of the general
review of the Communiry's Structural Fund taking
place in preparation for the Athens summit. In view
of the current level of use of own resources, develop-
ment of the Mediterranean programmes seems to be
heavily dependent on the overall solution of the
Athens package. In any event, the Council is awaiting
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Parliament's views on the integrated programmes and
has accordingly asked for urgent action in this matter.
I should now like to turn to Mrs Hoff's comments on
the Third and Fourth Financial Agreements with
Turkey. The Council has reduced the payment authori-
zation for 10 m ECU requested by the Commission to
half that amount. As far as the Fourth Financial Agree-
ment is concerned, the Council has confined itself to
the inclusion of a token entry without including in
Chapter 100 the funds proposed by the Commission.
The Council agrees with Mrs Phlix and Mr Linkohr,
Mr Herman and Mr Purvis, among others, who empha-
sized the importance of the research programmes. As
far as Esprit is concerned, the Council has included
90 m ECU for commitment authorizations and 45 m
ECU for payment authorizations in anticipation of an
appropriate expert decision. In addition, the Council
has included 175 m ECU for commitment authoriza-
tions and 125 m ECU for payment authorizations
in Chapter 100 for the Joint Research Centre
Programmes.
Commissioner Pisani commented yesterday on the
amendment proposed by Mr Irmer. The Council
supports the Commissioner's position and is therefore
against this amendment.
Let me say one last thing. This impressive debate has
enabled me to gain a better understanding of the
various positions in Parliament, above all as far as the
specific sections are concerned. I assure you that I
shall do all I can in the coming weeks to bring the
positions of our two institutions as much into line
with each other as possible, despite the limited
resources with which we have to manage this year.
I should now like to continue in Greek, as I wish to
reply to two statements made by Greek Members.
My first comment concerns the intervention by the
representative of the Greek Communist Party
concerning the fact that the Greek Government 
-and I am now speaking as a Greek Minister 
- 
is
subject to pressure from the Community to define its
economic or other policies. He told us that we did not
proceed with the construction of a petrochemical
plant because this was imposed on us by the Euro-
pean Community. I would like to answer the Honour-
able Member by saying that in all that concerns Greek
affairs and Greece's international position, the Greek
Government has its own criteria on whose basis it
makes its own economic decisions, and that it neither
accepts nor bows to the pressure of any other factors.
As for the representative of the conservative opposi-
tion in Greece, Mr Protopapadakis, who accused the
Greek Government in this House of being the poor
relation of the European Community, I would like to
answer him by stating categorically and before you all,
that the Greek Government considers itself an equal
member of the Eureopean Community, and that its
positions in relation to any subject are adopted on the
basis of this view of equal participation in the Euro-
pean Community.
Mr President, I shall not comment further on these
matters of internal policy because I do not want to
take up any more of your time.
Mr Tugendhat, Vice-President of tbe Commission.
- 
Mr President, in the debate Mr Langes said that he
was pleased to see that Parliament and the Commis-
sion were now allies. So I think I do need to point out
to him that not only this year but in previous years
Parliament and the Commission have generally shared
each other's objectives. I recall particularly last year, as
I do this year, the fight against unemployment and
the fight against hunger in the world. Indeed, for most
of the years that I have been in charge of these
matters on the Commission side, I have been pleased
to see that one of the major efforts on the part of Parli-
ament has generally been to restore the preliminary
draft budget. That indicates a degree of unanimity of
view. At any rate, I am glad that on this occasion the
relationship between the Commission and Parliament
has been of a particularly harmonious kind, and I
think this arises obviously, as many other speakers
have said, from the extraordinarily good work done by
the Committee on Budgets. In particular I would pay
tribute to the rapporteur, Mrs Scrivener. I repeat that
we think that, within the difficult circumstances
obtaining, the committee came up with just about the
fairest and most practical distribution that one could
find.
Mr Adam, Mr Linkohr and Mr Purvis all raised a ques-
tion concerning staff and the JRC. Two weeks ago
Parliament voted in favour of the new JRC
programme, including 38 new posts. In the
Committee on Budgets these posts have not been
accepted, and I was asked whether the Commission
can confirm our need for these posts. Yes, Mr Presi-
dent, I can confirm its need for these posts. All the
institutions 
- 
Parliament in Mr Linkohr's resolution,
the Council and the Commission 
- 
agree on the staff
requirement for the new orientation for the Commu-
nity's direct research action, and these posts are a
necessary part of that.
I was asked by Mr Helms and Mr Kirk what would be
the effect on the 1984 CAP appropriations of 16 500
m ECU of the management decisions taken by the
Commission last week. Rather than take up the time
of the House in answering their question, especially as
neither of them is actually here, I would like to refer
to the fact that this afternonn at 3 p.m. I will be
answering a question on that subject in greater detail
than would be possible now.
Mr Patterson, Mr Adonnino and Mrs Nebout asked
about the relationship between payments and commit-
ments in the 'Social Fund. In 1983 there were too
many payment appropriations in relation to the
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commitments and demands for payments from
Member States. Therefore at least 320 m ECU in
payments will be carried over to 1984. Let me stress
that for commitments Member States' requests still
exceed the available appropriations for 1983 and also
1984 by a very large margin. Therefore the Commis-
sion's original proposal of 2400 m ECU for commit-
ments could be absorbed without difficulties.
Mr Fich and indeed Mrs Scrivener herself, in the form
of an amendment, asked whether the Commission
will propose a transfer o1 64.5 m ECU for the Social
Fund from Chapter 100 to the Social Fund line. The
Commission will look into this matter in the light of
its needs for payments in 1984. It is also quite clear
that these additional appropriations could not be used
in 1983.
Mr President, I have not answered all the people who
spoke. Most of them are not here, but in any case Mr
Lange and Mrs Scrivener wish to speak. I have
attempted to take up particularly the points where
Members asked for specific replies, and I hope that
they will consult the 'rainbow' edition of the Report
of Proceedings for the answers.
Mrs Scrivener (L), rapporteur. 
- 
(FR)Mr President,
Mr President of the Council, let me first of all thank
all the speakers who have taken part in this debate,
whether as draftsmen of opinions or as representatives
of their various committees, for the very large measure
of support which the vast maiority of them have given
to the proposals that it was my privilege to lay before
them. I find it enormously encouraging and I am
grateful to you all for that.
Next, I want briefly to turn to you, Mr President of
the Council. You have heard the debate. You must be
aware that perhaps almost for the first time there is a
very broad consensus in this Parliament. You must be
conscious of Parliament's deep concern. It is deeply
concerned about the situation Europe is in 
- 
and by
Europe, Mr President of the Council, I mean you as
well as us and the Commission. \U7e are in a sense all
in the same boat and it is up to you now to help us
and to understand the political message that we want
to get across to you: that all the Community's
problems are interlinked.
\Uflhat we are waiting for 
- 
we are of course reason-
able people, we realize everything cannot be done at
once 
- 
we are waiting for answers to all of these
problems. !fle do not wish to see any discrimination
with regard to any Member State of the Communiry.
\U7e hope therefore that a major effort will be made in
Athens 
- 
and we are aware that it will require a
maior effort 
- 
to resolve this situation which is so
damaging to our Community. It is in this spirit that
the compromise 
- 
for a compromise is certain to be
the final outcome 
- 
must be accepted.
Thank you, Mr President of the Council, for whatever
you are able to do. You have a tremendous responsi-
bility, but we know that you will come up with some-
thing definite.
(Applause)
Mr Lange (Sl, Cbairman of tbe Committee on
Budgets. 
- 
(DE) Mr President, Mr President of the
Council, Mr Vice-President of the Commission, ladies
and gentlemen. This debate is taking place at a stage
in developments which could be given a particular
heading. The heading is: 'lTaiting for the Council'.
One may then well wonder what sort of play will be
presented under this heading. tVill it be a comedy,
will it be a tragedy or will it be a drama ? There is an
interruption from the back : a tragicomedy ! \7e shall
see. 'S7e are indeed waiting for the Council and we do
not say for nothing that we want at least to be clear
about its intentions by the middle of November. !7e
do not want written texts of bills. \U7e want to be able
to discern intentions so that appropriate action can be
taken by Parliament for the second reading. Mr Presi-
dent of the Council, despite your statement you will
have gathered by now from this debate what Parlia-
ment wants in the various sectors. However, if the
Council does not clarify them so that Parliament can
act accordingly, then the Council will be calling the
entire budget for 1984 into question, or rather putting
it at risk. Since we are all interested in having a
budget published at the end of the year, the Council
must do something about answering the questions
discussed in the course of this debate, which my
colleague, Mrs Scrivener, referred to again at its conclu-
sion.
Our rapporteur has done more than her fair share of
work in this connection 
- 
whether that will be
rewarded, we shall see in December on conclusion of
the general negotiations 
- 
the same applies to the
rapporteur for the administrative budgets. If this goes
as Mrs Scrivener indicated, then appropriate replies
must be available and then it must be ensured that
everything grouped in the compromise via Chapter
100 can be correspondingly broken down. It must iust
be realized that what was debated yesterday, namely
future financing of the Community, is also connected
with these questions. I hope that in contrast to the
statement made in the Council on 20 June that the
matters were unrelated and could all be dealt with
separately, there will be room found or made for a
better and more sympathetic insight in the Council. If
we are not clear about finance for the future, then we
shall not be clear either about the replies which the
other questions require. I say again : the Council will
then be jeopardizing the budget as a whole. A clear
warning for ourselves, Many of our colleagues have
given the impression 
- 
it seems to me at any rate 
-that they want to toy with specific questions, just like
the Council which, after all, always puts everything
off. Clear answers must be given to the questions 
-for example, how we are going to organize future
financing, what we are going to do in the matter of
the modulated rate of VAT proposed by the Commis-
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sion, etc. These answers should not be dodged. Other-
wise, Parliament will be putting itself into an impos-
sible position.
The same applies to the compromise which we are
proposing in the budget. If the replies which the
Council has to give are acceptable, the whole thing
will be satisfactorily resolved. If that is not the case,
things will look rather different. But one thing can be
said with certainty : in future, we want to avoid a situa-
tion where any Community Member State is discrimi-
nated against in the first place, i.e. where Chapter 100
can also be used as a weapon against a country, even if
only apparently. This must be quite clear. Parliament
should in fact make a commitment to that. The
compromise relates to an issue in its entirety and this
entirety also includes use of Chapter 100. The whole
thing must be carried out without discrimination
against any Member State and the Council has it in its
power to avoid this. If it does clarify these matters
appropriately by the middle of November, I see no
difficulties with the 1984 budget. However, if it does
not clarify them, I anticipate problems and then we
shall have to see how we get on with harmonization.
fu you know, harmonization 
- 
including in this
context 
- 
can then be made subject to the agreement
between the three Presidents, the agreement between
the three bodies of 30 June last year. That in fact
presents certain possibilities. But the will to arrive at a
sensible result must be there.
Another thing for us to consider : there is no point at
all in bemoaning the tight financial situation. It is a
fact with which we shall have to live for at least
another two, perhaps even three years. Thinking of
some statements by certain governments, certain parli-
aments, it might even be longer than that. That it
does not last as long as that depends on the Council
also giving the appropriate positive replies to the crit-
ical questions 
- 
and they are agricultural and
regional questions 
- 
which seem likely to help the
countries of the Community to the extent that unreas-
onable situations, such as have been defined in acces-
sion negotiations before 1973, no longer arise for this
or that Member State in future. This may then make it
clear that Chapter 100 is a weapon with regard to the
Council but in the case of Chapter 100 the impres-
sion that it is aimed at a particular Member State has
to be avoided. This cannot be the will of Parliament
under any circumstances. I am convinced that 
- 
if
the compfomise is carried by Parliament tomorrow, as
proposed by my colleague, Mrs Scrivener 
- 
this even
then will not appear that way in the second reading,
that an overall assessment of the Athens results will
therefore have to be undertaken and that from the
overall assessment of those results a general conclu-
sion will have to be drawn for Parliament's further
procedure in the second reading and in respect of the
second readini i,f the budget. Parliament wants the
Community to be developed further. Parliament has
constantly stated this. Parliament wants the funds avail-
able to be applied in the policies of the Community
or for the policies of the Community in such a way
that they are used sensibly 
- 
on an earlier occasion I
said'rationally and efficiently'.
Turning to our colleagues from the Committee on
Agriculture, we are fully aware that the Agricultural
Policy may cost them more tomorrow or the day after
if it is changed. It is crucial, Mr Friih 
- 
I am now
addressing you personally, as you spoke for the
Committee on Agriculture yesterday 
- 
it is crucial
that the principle of indiscriminate distribution,
which at present is putting a considerable number of
small rural businesses at a disadvantage, should disap-
pear. The same applies to regional policy. There too
the principle of indiscriminate distribution must disap-
pear, because there too $re must without reservation
help the backward regions which are still below the
Community average. In this respect, the Council has
two vital tasks 
- 
review of the agricultural policy and
review of the regional policy; because certain coun-
tries in the Community cannot be helped without a
review of regional policy. \7hat also has to be avoided
is the impression that any of this had anything to do
with juste retour.The measures which the Committee
on Budgets is proposing here are the exact opposite of
juste relour. The Council must take that into account.
Under no circumstances, to repeat what was said
earlier, can we regard this Communiry as a clearing
house in which members get the same amount out of
it as they pay in. The question here is European solid-
arity, as it exists in federalist or federally organized
states of the Community, that in fact the stronger
help the weaker, but it must be guaranteed that this
all takes place on the basis of general political and
social balance and fairness, because only then, Mr Pres-
ident of the Council, Mr President of the Commission
and Mr President, will our citizens understand that all
benefit equally from the European Community under
such conditions, and realize that no single Member
State alone 
- 
and those responsible in the govern-
ments know this too 
- 
can resolve or answer the
questions confronting us. Anyone still trying today to
destroy the Community for national and egotistical
motives, pursuing a petty policy based on furthering
their own interests, must know that by doing so the
well-being of our peoples, too, is being jeopardized.
\U7hoever wishes to avoid this, Mr President of the
Council 
- 
and I address this to the Council in parti-
cular 
- 
must show the will, practically at the last
minute, to work for thi well-being of the European
peoples, because only then can the Community, the
people, grow together and only in that way can the
Community also play the role in international affairs
in fact due to it on the strength of its socio-economic
strength, for the benefit of the whole world and not
just for the benefit of the European peoples.
(Applause)
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Mr Patterson (ED). 
- 
Mr President, I should like to
ask Mrs Scrivener, with your permission, a question
following the statement by the Commissioner on
Social Fund commitments.
In view of the statement by Commissioner
Tugendhat, can Mrs Scrivener now amend her Draft
Amendment No 562, increasing the commitment
appropriations for the Social Fund, so that the
payment of appropriations for next year can, in fact,
be spent ?
Mrs Scrivener (L), ra.pporteur. (FR) The
Committee on Budgets is meeting this evening. I7e
shall look into it then.
President. 
- 
The debate is closed.
The votes will take place tomorrow at l0 a.m. 1
(Tbe sitting was suspended at 1.05 p.n. and resumed
at 3.15 p.m)
IN THE CHAIR: MR MOLLER
Vice'President
5. EAGGF (continuation)
President. 
- 
The next item is the continuation of
the debate on the oral question on the suspension of
advance payments (Doc. l-934183). 2
Mr Tugendhat, Vice-President of the Commission.
- 
A word of introduction, Mr President. At the start
of business this morning, a number of Members, in
particular Mr Clinton, but not Mr Clinton alone, sug-
gested that the Commission had not answered all the
questions which had been put to it during the discus-
sion yesterday afternoon 
- 
I seem to recall Mr
Gautier saying something to that effect at the time. I,
therefore, offered this morning, in the absence of Presi-
dent Thorn and my colleague Mr Dalsager, to endea-
vour to answer the questions which I understood
Members felt had been left outstanding. I emphasized
that it would be myself answering, and that is what I
am now about to do. I hope that we have taken a
careful note of the questions which were asked
yesterday, and I hope the House will agree that I am
addressing myself to the points raised. I must empha-
size that if we went wider than the area that was
covered yesterday, as a Commissioner who is not
directly responsible for agriculture I might have diffi-
culty in providing answers. But I will go through the
questions which were asked yesterday.
One question which was asked yesterday, and indeed
was repeated during the budget debate by Mr Helms,
for instance, was, what is the precise budget situation ?
I Agenda : see Minutes
2 See yesterday's debates.
I am qualified to answer that. After the adoption of
the second supplementary budget for 1983, appropria-
tions available for November and December of this
year are 2396 m ECU. Average monthly expenditure
between January and September was 1337 m ECU.
On the basis of a simple extrapolation of this expendi-
ture pattern to November and December of this year,
278 m ECU, in other words less than 2o/o of the total
envelope for the EAGGF, would be outside the avail-
able appropriations.
Mr President, in June, when presenting the Commis-
sion's preliminary draft supplementary and amending
budget No 2 for 1983, I clearly indicated that tight
financial management might be needed in order to
stay within the available appropriations. For
November of this year, Member States have requested
a prepayment of l73l m ECU, that figure rising by
100 m ECU in the last days before the prepayment
was decided. On this request, the Commission
decided to grant an advance for November of 1308 m
ECU. Since Member States' requests usually include
some degree of exaggeration due to their fear of being
short of money, the Commission believes that this
amount for November ought to cover the actual finan-
cial requirements. So the Member States asked for
l73l m ECU, and we decided to pay 1308 m ECU,
and we think that will be enough.
As a consequence, 1087 m ECU remain available for
the month of December, which means, of course, that
a particular effort to economize and particular vigi-
lance will be required. All these figures, Mr President,
obviously can be made available to the House when I
sit down.
That brings me to the second question which was
asked : what measures were taken ? Faced with the situ-
ation I have iust mentioned, faced with the need, as I
had warned would be the case, to take tight financial
management action, the Commission did a number of
things. It decided on a package of measures. It
decided on a change in budgetary rules to avoid the
difficulties of estimating at the end of each year the
amount of second category intervention expenditure.
It decided to reduce the interest rate paid on stock
financing from 9o/o to 8yo. It decided to slow down
the volume of skimmed-milk powder being subsid-
ized into animal feed. And, as a protection against
speculation, it decided to prolong for an indefinite
period, but not longer than the end of the year, the
temporary suspension of advances foreseen in the
context of the common organization of markets. I
should add, Mr President, that during the period from
now until the end of the year, we shall be reviewing
the whole system in order to see in what manner it
might be improved. I would not wish it to be assumed
that we would necessarily return precisely to the
status quo ante, V/e were asked why these measures
were taken. Now, as I said, tight financial manage-
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ment is necessary in order to remain within the
budgetary envelope. The Commission analysed
various possibilities, and it has identified this package
as the one which is most compatible with, and least
disruptive for, the operation of the common agricul-
tural policy. The Commission has thus been able to
avoid much more serious measures which would have
affected the basic rights of agricultural producers. The
Commission is continuously monitoring the situation
and is open to any constructive proposals in this field.
I may add, Mr President, that Member States have now
been fully advised of the problems. They have not
proposed any alternatives to the Commission's
measures.
The Commission was asked what the effects of these
decisions are. !7ith these decisions the Commission
has aimed at preserving the basic rights of agricultural
producers. A financing facility which was available to
traders and other intermediaries has been temporarily
suspended. As a consequence, some expenditure
which would otherwise have occurred in 1983 will
now occur in 1984. This relates to operations which
will be finalized in 1984. In other words, if somebody
finalizes his deal on 20 December 
- 
to take a figure
out of the air 
- 
then he gets the money in 1983. If
he finalizes the deal on 4 January, he gets the money
in 1984. The key date is the date on which the deal is
finalized. The amounts involved are estimated at
around 300 million ECU.
Ve were asked whether a change in EAGGF
guarantee appropriations of 15 500 million ECU is
necessary in view of the 300 million ECU of replaced
expenditure. I would answer as follows. I said in my
budgetary statement that the growth rate is only 40lo
from 1983 to 1984 for EAGGF compared with an
average of 160/o for the last l0 yeari and 28o/o for
1982 to 1983. I stressed, as I have done before, the
need for urgent decisions on the proposals put
forward by the Commission in Doc. (COM) 500 and
subsequent implementation proposals.
Obviously, the tightness of the situation is now even
-more pronounced than it was when the Commission
drew up the preliminary draft budget and I issued the
warnings which I issued at that time. However, if the
proposals of the Commission are adopted in time, our
present estimate is that the appropriations will be suffi-
cient in view of the substantial economies contained
in the Commission's proposals. I cannot be more
precise than that. I do not know whether the propo-
sals in (COM) 500 will be adopted and I certainly do
not know when they are going to be adopted, but we
believe that if they are adopted sufficiently quickly 
-and, of course, we want the whole of the Athens nego-
tiation to end on time 
- 
the appropriations will be
sufficient. If, of course, the proposals of the Commis-
sion are not adopted in time, let alone if they are not
adopted at all, there is a great likelihood that the
Community will face even more serious requirements
for tight financial qlanagement in the course of next
year than is the case now.
Mr President, as I said at the outset, I hope that I have
managed to answer the questions which Members felt
were outstanding at the close of the one-hour debate
yesterday afternoon.
Mr Marck (PPE). 
- 
(NL) First of all I would like to
thank Commissioner Tugendhat for his explanations.
He did manage to dispel a good part of the poor
impression which the Commission created yesterday.
Yesterday in fact we got no answers, as now appears
from the answers which Mr Tugendhat has given. I
am therefore very grateful to him.
As far as figures are concerned, I can agree with the
decision of the Commission of making provision for
only 1308 million ECU for November. I think that
this is in fact a wise measure and I ask myself iust to
what extent the special resolution was necessary, for
then there still remains a sufficient amount over for
the month of December, seeing that this tends to be a
month where not much goes out. But I am therefore
fundamentally in agreement with the strict financial
management that he advocates and also with the deci-
sion to give no more extra than 1300 million ECU for
the month of November.
Mr Tugendhat also states that the date of the transac-
tion shall determine the payment of the financial facil-
ities. I would very much like to know to what extent
the Commission wants to use up to the maximum the
resources for 1983, for this seems to me very impor-
tant. The carrying over to 1984 is a solution of conven-
ience ; I would not however welcome it being laid
down that, precisely as a result of the provisions of the
Commission in 1983, specific credits of the EAGGF
are left over. I therefore urge the 1983 credits to be
used to the full in order to keep the negative
consequences of the measure as limited as possible.
Mr Tugendhat also said that the measures which the
Commission has taken represented the lesser evil for
community agriculture ; on this we can naturally be of
different opinions. Personally I would think that the
farmers are in fact not going to be much troubled by
them, but that the processing industries and the
export industries might experience difficulties, but
this is something which we will probably not be able
to establish until after the end of the periods. It thus
remains an open question.
Finally I would like to say that I got the impression
from the Commissioner's statements that the measure
is mainly intended to exercise pressure on the EC
Council of Ministers to accept the draft in document
(COM) 500. This is naturally a tactical consideration.
On this as well we can be of different opinions, but I
think that a tactic of this nature goes a bit too far and
has led to some confusion in the agricultural markets.
Finally may I say that nevertheless Mr Tugendhat
made a good impression with his explanations and
that thereby the bad impression of yesterday has to a
large extent been removed.
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Mr Curry (ED). 
- 
The Commission this morning
authorized the export of 400 000 tonnes of wheat
flour to Egypt at a special restitutional level of 7 ECU
per tonne higher than the normal restitution. Can the
Commissioner say how much of this will have an inci-
dence upon the 1983 budget and since this is obvi-
ously a very political sale in the sense that this destina-
tion has been subject to a lot of controversy following
certain American sales, that he does not envisage any
difficulty in fulfilling those obligations in the long
term ?
Mr Clinton (PPE). 
- 
I should like, first of all, to
thank the Presidency for making the arrangements to
have this time available to get fuller answers to the
questions that were asked yesterday and to those that
were not answered at all. I too am very grateful to
Commissioner Tugendhat. He has cleared the air to a
considerable extent, but not fully, as I see it.
I did ask a couple of direct questions, namely, would
there be any money left over unsilent in this year's
budget on I January next year ? Are there any apPro-
priations in any other sectors of the budget that could
have been transferred and which might have made the
new measures that have been brought in unnecessary ?
I also asked if at least the poorer sheep farmers could
be paid money that is owing to them, or will they
have to wait further until next year for payment ? I
asked if exports were being slowed down deliberately
in order to preserve funds, so to speak, and whether
there is any way to avoid this disruption of trade at a
time when we have very large stocks of produce and
when we know that it is going to cost the Commis-
sion much more money the longer we hold them in
stock.
I think that those are all the points that were agitating
my mind. The other points, I think, have been fairly
effectively answered.
Mr Seligman (ED). 
- 
Just a very small point of
detail. You mentioned the word 'finalized', Commis-
sioner. !flhat does 'finalized' mean in all languages ?
Does it mean when the contract is signed, when the
first deliveries start, or when all deliveries have been
completed ?
Mr Maher (L). 
- 
I too, would like to thank Commis-
sioner Tugendhat for helping us to understand better
exactly what these measures were about, because we
were left in a very bad position yesterday. I think it
did not give rise to great confidence in the Commis-
sion. However, thanks to him, it has been regained a
bit now.
I would like, nevertheless, to ask the Commissioner to
explain what he meant when he said that the Commis-
sion would not necessarily be returning lo lhe status
quo. Does this imply that there will be a very definite
change of direction in relation to how the refunds will
be applied, or the amount of those refunds ? That is
quite important in the long term, because we got an
assurance from the Commission only two weeks ago
that we would be returning to the status quo. That is
my recollection.
My second question is this. Is there a danger that we
are only putting off the problem ? Traders are likely to
hold back stocks and wait, in fact, until the refunds
begin to operate again. So demands are then going to
be made on the budget for 1984. Are we only transfer-
ring the problem from 1983 to 1984 without, in fact,
bringing about any improvement, creating disruption
and distortions in the meantime ?
Mr Tugendhat. 
- 
Mr Presiderrt, may I begin by
thanking Mr Maher for his kind comments at the
outset.
The Commission believes that it will need all the
money that has been made available in the second
supplementary budget. In other words, assuming that
the Member State administrations submit their
requests on the nail 
- 
which is what I am assuming
- 
we do not believe that there will be any money left
over in the EAGGF Guarantee chapters ; and we
believe that had these measures not been taken, we
would have run into a shortage. 'We have to take a
conservative view of these matters. \7e have to assume
that the requests will come in quickly and we have to
operate on the basis that we can pay when we are
asked. I cannot guarantee that all 10 administrations
will work with absolute clockwork efficiency up until
the last day of the year, but we have to work on that
assumption.
Mr Clinton asked whether I could guarantee that
there would be no money left anywhere in the budget
and whether transfers couldn't be made. That is a very
different question. Our experience is that almost inva-
riably there are unspent balances of one sort or
another in different chapters of the budget at the end
of the year, and I have no doubt that that will be the
case again on this occasion. However, I would remind
Mr Clinton and the House in general that this House
emphasized very strongly in the debate on the Noten-
boom question in early October 
- 
and I remember
Mr Notenboom himself raising this point 
- 
that we
should not rob Peter to pay Paul, that we should not
drain money out of the non-obligatory chapters in
order to keep the EAGGF going. Mr Notenboom
asked for a particular assurance on that point. The
other point that I should make is that in order to
make a transfer from non-obligatory to obligatory
expenditure we would, of course, require the authoriza-
tion of this House, and the impression I have been
given 
- 
I recognize that different Members may have
different viss/5 
- 
is that this House would not
welcome a request to make a transfer from non-obliga-
tory to obligatory expenditure.
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Mr Clinton also asked about the decision on sheep-
meat. I understand, with regard to the prepayments
for the sheepmeat regime, that the decisions for those,
in fact, take place on I January 1984 rather than in
1983. However, I warned at the outset that I was
moving into territories for which I am not respon-
sible. I would be grateful if Mr Clinton could pursue
that matter with the Commission services and I will
try to arrange for him to receive a reply. I do not feel
confident of giving one as I stand here.
Mr Curry asked a question about the wheat flour sale
to Egypt. Perhaps I might call on the official state-
ment that the Commission issued this morning. As it
is an official statement, I will be able to make it avail-
able to Mr Curry afterwards. The Commission has
decided to introduce a special export refund for up to
400 000 tonnes of wheat flour for Egypt. A special
refund is necessary to enable Community exporters to
recover a share of the Egyptian market. This is a tradi-
tional Community market, which was lost in 1983
following the sale of I m tonnes of American flour at
low prices. The special refund has been fixed at 7
ECU per tonne which will be added to the normal
refund currently standing 
^t 
72 ECU per tonne. This
will mean an additional expenditure of 2.8 m ECU on
top of the normal cost of 28.8 m ECU. As the flour
will, in practice, be exported over the period
December 1983 to July 1984, while the payment of
advances to exporters has been suspended until the
end of 1983, there should be no extra expenditure for
the 1983 budget. I hope that that answer to Mr Curry
goes some way to reassuring Mr Clinton that we
remain active in export markets.
It also brings me to a question asked by Mr Seligman,
who wanted to know what the Commission meant
when it talked about 'finalized'. This means that the
products have arrived at their destination 
- 
that is
the important point 
- 
or that transformation has
been completed in the case of products like tobacco,
which one does not eat and which goes through a
certain amount of transformation.
Mr Maher took up the point which I made when I
said that I would not wish to give the impression that
we would necessarily return to the status quo ante.
IThat I meant by that was this. Certain arrangements
have been in place in the Community for some time.
Those arrangements have been suspended from now
until the end of the year. Between now and the end of
the year we will wish to examine very closely whether
arrangements which have been in existence for some
time are or are not necessarily the most appropriate
way to proceed in the future, or whether there
shouldn't be some changes in the practices which we
have had. By some changes I mean some changes that
could affect all commodities or perhaps some changes
which would only affect some commodities. \flhat I
meanL to indicate was that we will be reviewing the
situation durinl, this breathing space, and I did not
wish people to leave this Chamber with the impres-
sion that I was guaranteeing that the status quo ante
would be fully restored on I January.'lU7e are going to
see whether the arrangements which we have had up
till now really are the best and most appropriate way
of proceeding, or whether it might not be better and
more efficient and more in keeping with the
constraints under which we have to live to make some
adjustments. I hope people will not read more into
that than I am intending to say, but I did not want a
misunderstanding to arise.
Mr Hord (ED).- I would like to ask Commissioner
Tugegdhat a supplementary question about the policy
with regard to exports. Mr Curry asked a direct ques-
tion about the current sale of wheat flour to Egypt.
The Commissioner's response was that this would be
sustained by the 1984 budget on the basis that it was
anticipated that deliveries would take place principally
in 1984. I would like to ask the Commissioner what
the situation would be if an export required delivery
during 1983. I7ould the Commission be able to
finance such orders, having regard to the difficulties
with the 1983 budget ? It seems to me that, in effect,
there is a preclusion against any exports taking place
which require delivery in the present financial year. I
would like to have the Commissioner's response.
Mr Tugendhat. 
- 
The Commission would be
obliged to honour its obligations and, of course, the
Commission's policy will be to honour its obligations
for as long as there is money in the budget to enable
us to do so. S7e have assumed that there will be
exports between now and the end of the year. !7e
have not assumed 
- 
this goes back to Mr Clinton's
point 
- 
that this will suddenly come to a halt. I do
not think I can go further than that in answer to Mr
Hord.
Mr Clinton (PPE). 
- 
Just one further supplemen-
tary. It is a matter of great concern to exporting agen-
cies. They can stand it fairly well up to the end of this
year, but if it is continued into next year, they simply
will not be able to arrange cover to the extent that will
be required after that. Could Commissioner
Tugendhat give us an assurance that, in fact, it ends at
the end of the year ? Also, could he give us an assur-
ance that exports from intervention stocks are not
being deliberately slowed down in order to conserve
funds at the present time ?
Mr Provan (ED). 
- 
I personally have been suppor-
tive in the action'the Commission has had to take in
this difficult situation that we find ourselves in. Is it
possible for the Budget Commissioner, who is here
with us this afternoon, to quantify in any way at all
the carry-over effect into the 1984 budget of the
actions that the Commission has had to take in the
remainder of this year ?
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Mr Seligman (ED). 
- 
There is another point arising
out of Mr Clinton's contribution. Last year cereal
surpluses were exported at a very much reduced price
when they could have been sold to farmers at that
reduced price. If this had been done, a lot of cereal
users would not have had to go out of business.
!flould he comment on that and on whether this year
we can be more flexible, with cereal surpluses being
made available to farmers on the home market ?
Mr Tugendhet. 
- 
I cannot go further than the
initial statement which I made in relation to all the
points that have been raised. In relation to what Mr
Clinton asked about what happens at the end of the
year, I have been as clear as I can be. I quite under-
stand that there are problems for exporters, and I can
certainly assure him that in conducting our examina-
tion as to the best way to proceed in the future, that
would certainly be one of the considerations which we
take into account. I cannot go further than my initial
statement.
I cannot go further than my initial statement to Mr
Provan either. I did give the figure in my initial state-
ment of 300 m ECU. Mr Seligman is leading me onto
ground which, I must confess, I do not feel qualified
to trample on. I think E. M. Forster had something to
say in that regard.
Mr Maher (L). 
- 
Vhat we have just heard is a clear
indication in my view 
- 
please, Mr Tugendhat, do
not misunderstand me 
- 
that this Parliament is not
being taken seriously by the Commission. Mr
Tugendhat in fairness to him, as he said himself, is
not fully competent in the field of the questions we
have been asking him. We do not exPect him to be.
He is the Commissioner for the budget. But we have
not received the full answers to which we are entitled
from that part of the Commission that is responsible
for this subject. I would insist, Mr President, that you
bring this to the notice of the Commission and that
DG VI should be in attendance in Parliament and
should provide us with the kind of information to
which we are entitled.
Mr Tugendhat. 
- 
I know Mr Maher's long-standing
and continuing interest in the affairs under discussion.
I would only say to him that obviously Commis-
sioners cannot be in several places at once. Each
Commissioner is mandated to answer for the College
as a whole. It would, of course, have been possible to
delay by 24 hours or 48 hours or anything else the
answers to today's questions. I think I am right in
claiming that I answered all the questions which had
been raised yesterday. Some other questions came uP
today. I think there was only one of those that I did
not feel able to answer off the top of my head.
But I think it is important to emphasize the point
that we are dealing with very sensitive matters that do
have a big impact on markets, that do have a big
impact on the agricultural community and its hopes
and its fears and that before the Commission 
- 
be it
myself or my colleague, Mr Dalsager, or anybody else
- 
gives an answer it would be wise to think very care-
fully and to give a considered answer even if it has to
do so in writing or after the debate, rather than to
seek to answer on one's feet in the hemicycle, only to
find that something has been misunderstood or that
one has not got the phraseology quite right' I am
terribly conscious of the dangers of this area and that
is why I have endeavoured to choose my words with
such care. I will certainly, of course, ensure that all the
questions which were raised this afternoon, both those
which came up yesterday and those which came up
today, in particular those where I am aware that I was
unable to provide a full answer, are transmitted to my
agricultural colleague.
Mr Aigner (PPE), Cbainnan of tbe Committee on
Budgetary Contol. 
- 
(DE) I should like to ask the
Commissioner whether he is prepared to give a clear
reply to the questions raised on Tuesday of next week
at the meeting of the Committee on Budgetary
Control, since he has not been able to do so here, for
reasons which I quite understand.
Mr Tugendhat. 
- 
I will convey Mr Aigner's Point to
my colleague, Mr Dalsager. I am always prepared to
answer for the Commission on all questions and some
of the questions which we have today are of course
directly in my field, but I do not wish to give the
impression that I am on permanent standby duty for
DG VI.
President. 
- 
!fle are gratified that Commissioner
Tugendhat has placed himself at our disposal in the
absence of both Commissioner Dalsager and the
Commission President. lU7e have this situation because
this matter was not originally on the agenda. However,
I appreciate Mr Tugendhat's observation that the
Commissioners are collectively responsible, and that
one of the Commissioners has duly replied.
The debate is closed.
The vote on the request for an early vote on the
motion for a resolution by Mr Pranchdre and others,
winding up the debate, will take place at 5 p.m. today.
Mr Blumenfeld (PPE) .- (DE) In view of the fact
that we still have precisely an hour before the start of
voting, could you please give the House some informa-
tion regarding the further course of the sitting ?
President. 
- 
Mr Blumenfeld, we have a good hour
before we come to the vote, and in the intervening
time we shall start on the reports by Mr Vandemeule-
broucke and Mr Seeler in accordance with the agenda
which you yourself agreed together with your group.
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Mr Blumenfeld (PPE). 
- 
(DE) Mr Seeler's report is
extremely important. I do not know whether it can be
dealt with in l0 or l5 minutes. My question is there-
fore : Do you wish to start it and continue tomorrow,
or have you allowed for another possibility ? I believe
that a report so important to the entire House should
be debated at some length and not called just 20
minutes before the start of voting.
President. 
- 
Mr Blumenfeld, I must point out that
we agreed this morning to take the two reports today.
If we are not through by 5 p.m. we must suspend the
debate since we do have to proceed to the vote.
6. Non-nuclear energ1
President. 
- 
The next item on the agenda is the
report by Mr Vandemeulebroucke, drawn up on behalf
of the Committee on Energy, Research and Tech-
nology on
the proposal from the Commission of the Euro-
pean Communities to the Council (Doc. l-595l
83-COM (83) 3ll final) for a decision adopting a
research and development proSramme in the field
of non-nuclear energy (1983-1987) (Doc.
I -808/83).
Mr Vandemeulebroucke (CDI), rapporteur.
(NL)The research programme 1983-1987 for non-nuc-
lear energy is a very substantial document and I would
like to express my sincere appreciation to the
Commission for it. The research programmes, as they
have been drawn up by the Commission, bear witness
to a very strong element of energetic drive and the
whole gives the impression of a coherent vision, expe-
rience and of a soundly-based approach, this despite
the fact that the Community is only on its third multi-
year programme. Thus, for example, programmes such
as Eurelios, where experience has been less favourable,
have been allowed to lapse. Good programmes, for
example in relation to biomass, or solar cells, have
been maintained, while new proiects have been
announced, such as hot rocks. Also the time when we
are discussing this programme has been a particularly
happy choice. For we should not do other than let
this proposal go forward together with the budget
debate. \(hat is the point of putting down on paper a
multi-year programme when in the end result it turns
out that the financial resources provided for them get
cut back in a most irresponsible manner.
On a first reading the Commission makes available 28
million ECU for fixed credits. The Council brings this
all under article 100, that is to say all in one packet,
and therefore the figures become particularly low.
This is why I have put forward my amendment in
association with the budget on article 73.20 in chapter
100 to give a clear definition and a specific figure for
non-nuclear research. \U7hat makes it worse is when
we know that the Commission is technically in a posi-
tion to do more but is hampered because of lack of
resources and personnel. I hope then that the Parlia-
ment, in voting on the budget, will also support, with
reference to the energy chapter, the figures which the
Commission had originally put forward.
Mr President, I have however some critical observa-
tions. The programme comes one year too late in that
the Commissioner was waiting for the general overall
energy programme. This meant that we missed getting
a legal basis for entering the necessary resources into
the budget as fixed credits. A start should have been
made on the whole programme in June 1983.
A second criticism: it is to be particularly regretted
that in the whole research programme there is no
word on tidal energy. It is known that Great Britain
does not like it but this is not a satisfactory argument
for the Commission to do nothing at all on the
matter.
In the Parliament we were agreed, and this is then a
third point, that the creation of new employment
should have an absolute priority in policy-making. In
the whole document from the Commission there is in
fact only cince any mention of employment. I concede
that research does not lead immediately to jobs but it
would have been better to guide the priorities of this
research to these alternative sources of energy where
in the short term there is a possibiliry of new jobs. In
this I am thinking of biomass and the relationship
with the agricultural sector, of wind energy, and of
tidal energy. All of these are primarily small scale, and
therefore could promote employment, especially in
structurally backward regions.
Finally we regret very strongly that there is no coordi-
nation in existence or provided for, or in any case too
little coordination, between what are called demonstra-
tion proiects, and the research programme for pilot
proiects. Demonstration still comes under the jurisdic-
tion of the Directorate-General for Energy and one is
anyway five years behind in planning. There are
always people who have a different timing. Both the
continuify and the commercialization of the non-nuc-
lear sector are made much more difficult by this dupli-
cation of structures.
Finally, Mr President and colleagues, I would ask you
to accept this proposal, a proposal that is extraordi-
narily apt in its timing. I can inform you that there
are no amendments to this proposal and I hope that
not only will the proposal be accepted unanimously
but that also when we come to the vote on the budget
we shall act accordingly.
IN THE CHAIR: MR PFLIMLIN
Vice-President
Mr Bernard (S). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, the Socialist
Group unanimously welcomes the excellent report
presented before Parliament by Mr Vandemeule-
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broucke on behalf of the Committee on Energy,
Research and Technology, which also adopted it unan-
imously. This unanimity in the committee is in our
view a particular cause for satisfaction.
Indeed, as long ago as 1979 the Socialist Group,
despite scepticism and prejudice on the part of certain
Members 
- 
certain British Conservatives, in parti-
cular 
- 
tried extremely hard to win acceptance for
three fundamental ideas, ideas which today, as Mr
Vandemeulebroucke said a moment ago, now enjoy
wide support, which we see as a hopeful sign.
The first fundamental idea is to place the European
Communiry in a position where it can truly come to
grips with its energy problems and thereby achieve a
vitally important political objective, namely 1) reduc-
tion of its potentially suicidal dependence on
imported energy, 2) expansion or development of the
most deficient regions 
- 
and here I should like to
take up what the honourable Member said about this
earlier and its possibly favourable impact on employ-
ment 
- 
and 3) the opening up of major export
outlets. That is why, on this first point, we are encour-
aged by the figures quoted by the Commission in rela-
tion to the already appreciable and increasing propor-
tion of new energy sources in our overall energy
production, from the additional 6.5 o/o, as a minimum,
envisaged between now and 1990, to the additional
13.5 o/o by the year 2000, to which of course must be
added the advantages to be derived from energy
conservation and the improved use of solid fuels.
Second fundamental idea: to maintain and even
increase the pace of progress in European research
and technology in those sectors that show most
promise, such as photovoltaic energy and biomass in
the immediate future and geothermal energy in the
longer term.
!7e are accordingly delighted to see this report recapit-
ulate the initiatives already taken and the policy ob.iec-
tives already outlined in this regard by the Commis-
sion, and we ioin the rapporteur in complimenting
the Commission, stressing at the same time, as he did
himself, the importance we attach to the need for tidal
energy to be included in its preoccupations.
The third fundamental idea is the idea 
- 
which by
now should be obvious to all 
- 
that non-nuclear
energy technologies can constitute valuable and even
vital aid for the Third !7orld.
For these three reasons the Socialist Group is prepared
to endorse Mr Vandemeulebroucke's report, ioining
with him in deploring the year's delay in imple-
menting the programme and, of course, in reminding
the budgetary authority of the urgent need to grant
this programme the very reasonable and very realistic
funds of 379 million ECU for the four-year period
covered by the programme. This would have the inci-
dental effect of helping to restore some sort of balance
berween nuclear and non-nuclear expenditure.
In conclusion, Mr President, would it not in fact be
unreasonable, by draconian budget cuts, to endanger
the beneficial effects of the Community programmes
currently under way when, because it is particularly
conscious of the vital role that research and tech-
nology have to play in our European Community, the
future French Presidency of the Council has already
announced in this connection a number of bold initia-
tives and proposals ?
Mr Seligman (ED).- Mr President, Mr Vandemeule-
broucke is much to be congratulated on this report. It
is an excellent report because it doesn't bang away
about nuclear power and all the usual arguments
against nuclear power. It brushes over that problem
and gets on with the job of looking at alternatives. But
of course the title is rather a strange one because non-
nuclear power really means oil, coal, gas and all the
other sources of power that we have and yet it only
concentrates on quite a narrow section of alternative
powers. I will come back to that point in a minute.
This research programme is working in a vital area,
and Parliament should definitely support it. Non-nuc-
lear energy has enormous advantages. Firstly, it is
diversified. It means that all our eggs are not in one
basket, as they are with oil or even with nuclear
power. Secondly, most of this sort of energy is indige-
nous and therefore not subject to disruption in the
case of enemy action. Thirdly, it is well dispersed and
therefore, in the same ways, not vulnerable. It is also
renewable, and we are constantly seeking indefinitely
renewable energy. S/e are not really making enough
progress in that direction. rVe have got to learn better
how to convert the enormous power of the sun into
energy that we can use.
Another advantage of this sort of energy is that it
avoids the rush into towns and provides employment
in the countryside where we really want to have the
employment. Finally, of course, it helps to avoid
imports of oil, not only in the EEC but more impor-
tantly in the developing world. So we support this
form of energy and we back the research programme
aimed at making it more effective.
I am particularly interested in energy from biomass,
and I think it makes absolute sense to grow energy
crops instead of growing surplus products like milk
and cereals, which no one wants. We need the energy,
we do not need the food surpluses. I think this should
recommend itself very much to farmers in the
Community. It is a solution to the farmers' problems.
Not only can they produce their own energy, as
indeed they used to in the time of horses (25 0/o of
their barley went to feeding their own horses), now
they can grow biomass energy to feed their tractors.
This is obviously to their advantage. It would be a
great help to the CAP as well, because instead of
producing surpluses of food we produce energy that
we need.
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I do think that the programme needs to move more
rapidly from the pilot and research stage to the
commercial demonstration stage. \fle have done so
much research in this area that it is time we went on
to prove to farmers and other people that they can
make a living out of energy crops. That is, to my
mind, the priority.
I very much doubt the figure of 13.6o/o given for the
proportion of total primary energy that will be
supplied by these alternative energies by the year 2000
- 
gnls55, of course, you include coal, which I
suppose theoretically is included. If you exclude coal,
it is doubtful whether more than 7 o/o will come from
these sources of energy. Nevertheless, that is a very
important amount.
I think it is very right to study the improved
marketing of coal. Coal has a very bad image as a
bulky, inconvenient, dirty and environmentally
harmful product. People do not like having to have it
in their homes if they can avoid it. Much more
research should go into making coal more acceptable
in, for instance, domestic use and in other uses. So
many of our problems in the EEC could be solved if
we devoted more attention to disposing of surpluses
by better marketing and less attention to cutting
production and limiting supply. !7e must get on and
get the stuff moving just the Japanese do.
There are many other non-nuclear energies which are
not mentioned in this report, as I said at the begin-
ning. There is ocean thermal heat, there is fuel cells,
there is solar satellite energy, there is, as someone
mentioned, wave and tide and wind. I think wind ri
mentioned, but not wave and tide. I would like to
know why these have not been mentioned, and
perhaps the Commissioner, when he answers the
debate, will give an answer to that point.
Mrs Ewing (DEP). 
- 
Mr Prpsident, I rise because of
a passionate support for alternative energy sources,
living as I do in a remote part of the Community
where we have plentiful supplies of all these commodi-
ties, with the exception perhaps of sunshine. Of
course, that does not seem to stoP us having solar
energy, so the scientists say. $7e have plentiful wind,
plentiful more or less undeveloped biomass and we
have the possibility of solar energy, as well as wave
and tide energy from the enorinous coastline and the
fairly rough seas.
In my area the Community has expended monies on
pilot projects in connection with wind and biomass,
but we really need now to advance from what I would
call the experimental stage. I do not think we can
justify remaining at pilot experimeptal stages when a
country such as Denmark has proven the use of wind-
mills with a very sensible state system of allowing
windmill buyers and owners to use the national grid
as a feedback system, getting credits and debits. I am
assured, having ,rsited windmill factories in Denmark,
that they end up by having a profit-making asset,
thereby encouraging the use of wind in Denmark.
There is no reason why the Danish example should
not be followed. \7e need more expenditure to go
beyond the pilot proiects 
- 
of which there are two in
my area benefiting from EEC funding 
- 
into the
actual development of windmills as ordinary commer-
cial items, as they are in Denmark. Some would say
that they mar the landscape, but if you look at the
Danish situation, I do not think that that is a fair
comment. I7indmills were always regarded as
romantic things, and perhaps the modern one can be
just as beautiful.
So far as peat and biomass are concerned, you have
the example of Ireland as a country which has used
peat for fuel purposes. That is not, of course, the only
purpose of peat. In my area the peat is not always in
places where it can be easily harvested. However,
modern machinery, developed in Germany and else-
where, has now made it quite possible to extract Peat
even from ground that is not flat. There are vast
reserves of peat in the North of Scotland in the flat
areas of Caithness that are largely unexploited, and I
think the technology certainly exists. Once again,
there is no lack of willing producers, but there is a
lack of investment. I think it would behove the EEC
well to look very carefully at the funding here,
because it is in all our interests. It is in the interests of
those who are worried about pollution and acid rain.
It is in the interests of those who are worried from an
economic point of view about the huge oil imports. It
is in everyone's interests to develop these renewable
sources.
I7e have experiments going on in Scotland on wave
power. !7e have one in Loch Ness which seems to be
a great success. Once again, although that is being
proved capable of providing the necessary modern
technology, it is not being encouraged. I do not know
why, and I think we really must stop this negative atti-
tude to alternative energy.
Mr Seligman made many of the points I would like to
make. However, I would like to emphasize that in this
type of development you are encouraging rural life,
rural jobs, stable jobs and stable communities. That
must be in the interests of the whole Community.
Lastly, I would like to say that the benefit to the Third
\(orld of alternative energy sources is immeasurable.
Many of these technologies, which are already avail-
able in the UK and in the Community, have the
concept of 'small is beautiful' and do not require vast
amounts of capital to give great assistance. For
instance, in Kenya the use of a wind pump has
brought water to whole areas in return for a fairly
small expenditure. A river turbine can be adapted for
the purpose of refrigerating fish. All these technolo-
gies are available, and think of the advantage to our
Lom6 partners if only there could be more positive
funding and a more positive attitude to developing
these technologies.
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I think those who are in this field all over the
Communiry should be encouraged by the total
support of this Community for all these excellent
sources of energy.
Mr Tugendhat, Vice-President of tbe Commission.
- 
Mr President, I am afraid that the House is going
to hear me on a great many subiects during the
present week.
The Commission's porposals for a non-nuclear R & D
programme, which is in front of us now, constitutes
one of the important elements or outcomes of the
Community R & D framework programme. Its aim is
to continue and even reinforce the Commission's
commitment to the development of two important
sets of technologies which should help, in particular
in the medium and long-term, to secure the Commu-
nity's energy supply.
The first set of technologies, concerning the exploita-
tion and utilization of renewable energy sources of
various kinds, intends to enable the best exploitation
of the solar, wind, biomass and geothermal sources
which could make a sizeable contribution to the
energy supply. By sizeable I am really referring to
something between 5 and 7 0/o of our total energy
supply in the year 2000 and more in the next century.
The second set of technologies concerns the wide
range of topics falling under the heading 'Rational use
of energy'. They aim at exploiting the enormous
further possibilities of reducing our energy demand,
that is, by reducing it by something of the order of
15% up to the year 2000. Here we have the main
axes of action in the energy conservation field: new
technologies for utilizing solid fuels 
- 
by solid fuels I
mean peat and lignite as well as coal 
- 
and the
production of alternative portable fuels derived from
coal and biomass.
The programme also includes a chapter on energy
systems analysis which should serve further to develop
and put at our disposal the tools for assessing the
consequences of our actions and energy strategies.
Mr President, we should not fall into the trap of unlim-
ited enthusiasm especially with regard to the energy
potential of renewable energies. But all long-term
energy scenarios which we can imagine must include,
in addition to coal, conservation and nuclear energies
and the utilization of renewable energy sources.
Together with fusion, renewable energy sources will
be required in the future. But they can only play their
role if we proceed now to create the necessary techno-
Iogical know-how and if we put our industry into a
position to remain competitive in this growing market
of the future.
The Commission has proposed a programme of
research in non-nuclear energics which it believes to
have the optimum size of coverage to meet the
present needs of the Community. It is very grateful
for the supportive reception given to these proposals
by the Parliament, both in the report of Mr Vandemeu-
lebroucke and in the resolution on which you are
called upon to vote today. I am confident that the
House will confirm its support in a strongly-worded
affirmative vote.
In the present difficult financial situation of the
Community, it must be expected that there will be a
variety of views on our capacity to support increased
research expenditures. As the House will be aware,
there is evidence of this divergence of views in the
discussions which have taken place in the Council.
Some Member States feel that a programme of this
magnitude cannot prudently be launched in the
present circumstances. The Commission, of course,
hopes to be successful in persuading the Council of
the validity of its proposal. In this endeavour, it looks
forward to the support of a favourable opinion from
Parliament.
I recognize that the success of the Commission's argu-
ments cannot be guaranteed and that it could prove
impossible to achieve agreement on the programme
except at a level of resources significantly lower than
that proposed by the Commission. Reduction of
resources must imply a reduction in the extent of our
ambitions and in consequence, the Commission
would have to review and reduce the objectives set for
the programme. The support of Parliament for this
programme is important to us both for its place in the
programme decision process and for the constructive
stimulus which, if it parallels that given to the pre-
vious programmes, can greatly encourage the execu-
tion of the programme. The Commission, for its part,
will exert itself to execute the mandate given by the
Parliament and the Council in an energetic and cost-
effective way.
Mr President, I ask the House to give us that mandate.
Mr Bernard (S). 
- 
(FR) Closely as I listened to all
the replies given by Commissioner Tugendhat, I do
not believe that I once heard him refer to a problem
that was certainly mentioned in the report and which
has moreover been discussed by the rapporteur here
before the House, as well as by every speaker in the
debate : this is the problem of tidal energy.
The Commissioner cannot be unaware that there_ is
already in Vestern Europe, namely in Brittany, a tidal
energy installation that has been in operation for over
ten years.
Is he able to give us any indications as to the infer-
ences, from the point of view both of technology and
of energy, that one may be able to draw from such
experience, for I believe they could possibly provide
answers to some of the questions raised during the
debate by various speakers on behalf of the political
SrouPs.
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Mr Tugendhat, Vice-President of tbc Commission.
- 
Mr President, I recognize that the question of tidal
energy is one of very Sreat interest, particularly in
those parts of the Community where the tides are
greater than elsewhere. All of us will perhaps
iemember that when Julius Caesar invaded England
for the first time his boas got stuck uP on the beach,
because he had been accustomed to Mediterranean
tides rather than the tides we have in the Channe[.
Mr President, in the light of that experience the UK is
at the moment conducting very extensive research
into tidal energy, and the results, I understand, will
become available to the Community. \flhen that has
been completed, the Commission will be in a position
to decide what role we ought to play in a broader
Community context. At the moment our view apPears
to be that this is the most cost-effective way of
proceeding.
Mr Seligman (ED). 
- 
The Commission has not
answered any ol my questions either. I mentioned
further sources of heat which have not been
mentioned 
- 
ocean thermal heat, fuel cells, solar
satellite energy. I also asked him to concentrate more
on the marketing and the making of coal more acceP-
table. None of this was commented on in his reply'
!flould he be kind enough to do as he did on the agri-
cultural thing 
- 
ensure that we do get written
answers to these Points ?
Mr Tugendhat, Vice-President of the Commission'
- 
I would certainly give that assurance to Mr
Seligman, Mr President.
President. 
- 
The debate is closed.
The vote will take place at the beginning of the sitting
of Friday, 28 October.
7. Gatt
President. 
- 
The next item is the report by Mr
Seeler, drawn up on behalf of the Committee on
External Economic relations, on the delineation and
further development of GAfi and of the free trade
principle underlying the GAfi system and possible
Lonsequences for the EEC and GAfi (Doc.
r-4e3183).
Mr Seeler (S), rapporteur' 
- 
(DE) Mr President, I
would ask you and the House to adiourn this report
until tomorrow afternoon 
- 
as originally scheduled.
Most speakers for the grouPs are not Present and so
cannot listen to my introduction. In addition, I think
the subject requires that it be dealt with in the pres-
ence of the groups, as scheduled. I should therefore be
grateful if the report could be postponed until
tomorrow afternoon.
President. 
- 
The rapporteur Proposes the adiourn-
ment of the debate pursuant to Rule 87 (l) of the
Rules of Procedure. I put this proposal to the
Assembly.
(Parliament agreed to tbe request 
- 
tbe sitting was
suspended at 4.30 p.m. and resumed at 5 p.m)
IN THE CHAIR: MR KLEPSCH
Vice-President
Mr Denis (COM). 
- 
(FR) On a point of order, Mr
President, do you not think that you should call on
the appropriate committee to draft changes to our
Rules of Procedure for which, plainly, there is a
desperate need ?
The fact is that the 120 000 inhabitants of Grenada, a
small ACP State associated through Lom6 with the
European Community, are the victims of a bloody
invasion by the American suPerPower,
(Loud protests from tbe cenne and rigbt)
President. 
- 
There was no point of order in all that,
Mr Denis.
Mr Denis (COM). 
- 
(FR) . .. and it would aPPear'
according to our Rules of Procedure, that we are not
even to have an opportunity to exPress the indigna-
tion of our Parliament, which I trust is unanimous.
Under these circumstances, therefore, I am persuaded
that there is something wrong with our Rules of Proce-
dure. . .
(Applause from tbe Cornmunist and Allies Group)
President. 
- 
Mr Denis, the Bureau is aware of this
problem. It also notes that there has been no opPortu-
nity to discuss the assassination of the Prime Minister
of Grenada. In accordance with our Rules we shall
shortly be holding an urgent debate on questions
connected with Grenada. But for the moment we have
to deal with the votes provided for on the agenda. l
8. Votesz
FERGUSSON REPORT (DOC. t-4ssl83 'ARMS
PROCUREMENT; I
Entire motion for a resolution 
- 
Amendment No
72/con
Mr Alavanos (COM). 
- 
(GR) Mr President, it would
be better not to resurrect a matter concerning which
in the last part-session the President, Mr. Dankert,
offered an apology. I would like to request that we
proceed normally with the vote, in other words that
we vote on amendment No 1 uP to Paragraph 3, then
put paragraph 4 to a recorded vote, and irrespective of
ihe result, thereafter continue voting on the amend-
ment. This is the normal practice, Mr. President.
However, illegitimate means are being used in an
effort to avoid a recorded vote on paragraph 4, and I
therefore ask you not to insist on this.
I Suspension of earll Ptlments in the agricultural sector
(Request for earl aote): see Minutes
2 See AnnexI See Verbatim Report of 11.10. 1983, page 67 and of 13.
10. 1983, pages 215-216.
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President. 
- 
Mr Alavanos, in the normal way a
separate vote would not be possible under the usual
procedure. But in order to be as accommodating as
possible I shall proceed as suggested. We shall now
see what the House decides. I shall first ask the rappor-
teur his opinion on Amendment No 72.
Mr Fergusson (ED), raPporteur. 
- 
I am against this,
Mr President.
After rejection of the amendment
Mr. Alavanos (COM). 
- 
(GR) I have no new argu-
ment, Mr President. Quite simply, you have no argu-
ments at all, and I'm afraid you are acting arbitrarily.
This vote has by no means rejected the entire amend-
ment, as you have just claimed. It reiected the amend-
ment up to paragraph 3. I call upon you to proceed
with the vote on paragraph 4. There has been no vote
that rejected the entire amendment, just a whole series
of tricks. You even claimed you had never received an
application for a recorded vote. Let's stop behaving in
a way that is an insult to Parliament. I call for a
recorded vote on paragraph 4.
President. 
- 
Mr Alavanos, your request was for
precisely the opposite. You wanted a separate vote on
paragraph 4, and I agreed to this, although it is not
quite in keeping with the Rules. I ought actually to
have put to the vote the whole of Amendment No 72
which, of course, would have been rejected with the
same majority. You know that as well as I do. Since
Mr Dankert promised you that there would be a
separate vote, I acceded to this, but I did point out to
you earlier that the House rejected your amendment
up to paragraph 3 inclusive, and paragraph 4 no
longer has any bearing on the Fergusson report.
Consequently I cannot now see any way of meeting
your wish.
Mr Kostantinos Nikolaou (S). 
- 
(DE) Mr Presi-
dent, you are perfectly right, but you did not grant the
request for a roll call vote.
President. 
- 
A roll call vote was requested only for
paragraph 4. !7e acceded to the wish of the author of
the request, but the House has made its decision, and
I cannot now rescind a decision of that House.
(Applause)
ARNDT REPORT (DOC. 1-8s6183'FINANCING
oF THE COMMUNTTY)
After rejection of the Commission proposal
Mr Arndt (Sl, rapporteur, 
- 
(DE) Under these
circumstances, I should be grateful if the House would
decide to refer the matter back to the Committee on
Budgets, as basically the position for the motion for a
resolution is of course lost.
(Applause 
- 
Parliarnent decided to refer the Cornmis-
sion proposal bach to tbe Committee 
- 
Tbe sitting
closed at 7.10 p.m)t
I Agenda for next sitting : see Minutes
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ANNEX
Votes
The annex of the verbatim report sets out the rapporteur's opinions on the
various amendments together with explanations of vote. For details of
voting please refer to the Minutes.
FERGUSSON REPORT (Doc. 1-455/83 
- 
ARMS PROCUREMENT): ADOPTED
The rapporteur was :
- 
FOR Amendments Nos 23,35 to 39,73 and 82;
- 
AGAINST Amendments Nos I corr. to 20lrev' 27 to 34,41,46, 51,72,75 to 77,79 to
81, 83 ro 85.
Explanations of uote
Mr H6nsch (Sl 
- 
(DE) The Socialist Group welcomes and supports the fact that the
European Parliament is also concerning itself with the problems of security, disarmament
and peace. What concerns the peoples of Europe cannot and must not remain undis-
cussed here. However, if we say no to Mr Fergusson's rePort today, we shall be doing so
not because, for instance, we considered this Parliament not to be comPetent to consider
these issues.
Secondly : rUfe fully agree also with the demand that European Community States must
find common rules for the arms exports to other countries, countries which are not
members of the Atlantic Alliance. But we are not satisfied with just demanding rules. The
report fails to establish the content of these rules, to indicate at least the direction in
which com-on rules are to be found. \fle want a clear statement that fewer arms will be
exported and that they will be sold to fewer countries. Our crucial amendment No 20 did
not h.u. a majority in this House. The common rules called for in the report are there-
fore nothing more than the continuation and consolidation of current practice in arms
exports. We must therefore reiect the Fergusson report.
Thirdly : In our view, the approach of calling for common arms production in the frame-
work of industrial policy is completely mistaken. If it really is necessary in this world to
produce arms and to do so on a common basis, Europeans must decide beforehand what
security interests they have and what their own European security policy is. We want secu-
rity poiicy to determine arms production and not 
- 
as the logic of Mr Fergusson's report
has it 
-'arms 
production security policy. Our amendments which could have corrected
this have been reiected by this House. For these reasons, we have to vote against Mr
Fergusson's report.
Fourthly and lastly : the Socialist Group regrets the fact that in the weeks when hundreds
of thousands in Europe are calling for peace and disarmament, an armament rePort is
being discussed and decided upon instead of a disarmament report. For this reason too
our vote is : No !
(Applc:tse from tbe left)
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Mr Segre (COM). 
- 
(IT) Already in the general debate Mr De Pasquale made clear on
behalf of the Italian Communists that our opposition to the Ferguison .eport was not
dictated by considerations of competence 
- 
indeed, we believe that Parliament is entitled
to discuss, any subject 
- 
but of substance. Two considerations, in particular, which
concern the general 'philosophy' of this report and this motion for a resolution, and
which are broadly similar to those set out by Mr Hinsch just now on behalf of the
Socialist Group.
First, there is the fact that rationalization in the area of arms procurement 
- 
and let me
say at once that we are not opposed to European cooperation in the arms industry and, in
fact, in the ttrflEU we were in favour of standardization 
- 
this rationalization is here
conceived solely in terms which imply increasing the production and export of arms,
terms, that is, that are directly contrary to the need to reverse the trend of t6e armaments
race 
- 
that crucial issue of our era. Secondly, we oppose the Fergusson report because it
rePresents an attempt to give priority to the arms trade over the political considerations
which were the central theme of the Haagerup report, and thus prevent a debate on Euro-
pean security and its requirements, for which we have repeatedly called.
Apart from these points of substance, Mr President, there is the fact that to discuss this
Particular subject in these particular terms and at this particular moment would be the
worst of political errors that this Parliament could commit. rJ?'estern Europe, as news
currently arriving of stupendous demonstrations in Bonn and Rome, in London and Brus-
sels confirms, is in the grip of an unprecedented anxiety. After the shooting-down of the
Boeing, the tragedy of Beirut, the invasion of Grenada, people throughout the world are
asking themselves whether we are not approaching a 'point of no return', a state in which
the society of nations becomes ungovernable.
The answer that we give to the world, as it looks desperately for a way of salvation, cannot
be in terms of the 'philosophy' of the Fergusson report.
(Applause fron the Connunist Group)
Mr Plaskovitis (S). 
- 
(GR) I would like to repeat here the statement I made several
times during the discussions concerning the Fergusson report on the Political Committee.
IUTe Greek socialists of the PASOK party are against the report, and we will vote against it.
First of all, because we believe that the subject of producing and dealing in armaments is
directly linked with the national defence of every country, and that it therefore lies
outside the scope of the Community's competence, as is made quite clear by Article 223
of the Treaty. But also because during a period of intensification of the cold-war
psychology that coincides with the economic crisis and with increasing unemployment, it
is quite wrong for our efforts to be directed towards yet larger-scale productibn of arma-
ments ; instead they should aim at the coordination of social justice and at securing the
right to work for all. \7e believe that European Political Cooperation and the Community
are faced by many serious problems, and should not have to bear additional burdens such
as those which the Fergusson report tries to impose. The Greek Socialists of PASOK
believe that we all have a duty to concern ourselves with peace, and not with armaments.
'we shall fight in any way we can to put an end to the tragic arms race. Throughout
mankind's history the stockpiling of weapons has always led to war. Let us all r"-embe.
that.
(Altltlause f.ron tbe left)
Mr Pesmazoglou (NI). 
- 
(GR) I shall vote in favour of this report, believing that the
production and exporting of armaments are subject to controls, even though I ihink that
amendment No 20, put forward by Mr Hdnsch and Mrs Vlieczorek-Zeul would have
strengthened the report. I want to highlight the importance of today's resolurion for three
main reasons : to begin with, it is the first step in a Common policy towards the defence
and security of all the European peoples, and towards the rejection of actions that are
likely to endanger peace all over the world but especially in our own area. Secondly, it
establishes a cooperation that decisively promotes economic unity in combination with
the development of research and industrial production on a European scale. Thirdly, it
reinforces_ European political institutions and cooperation, and promotes active solidarity
between the Member States of the Community for the protection of peace throughout the
world.
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Mrs rVieczorek-Zeul (S). 
- 
(DE) I am voting against Mr Fergusson's report for two
reasons. He may have repeatedly stressed the need for control of arms exports both
verbally and in his text but he has rejected a central proposal by the Committee on
External Economic Relations which would have shown Member States a path to follow.
The amendments which the rapporteur tabled himself but has withdrawn today are even
more fatal and revealing. For example, his amendment No 49 and the amendment in
which he called for binding rules for the limitation of arms exports to be passed. He with-
drew that himself. He has also withdrawn the amendment 
- 
it really is astonishing 
- 
to
the effect that a written annual report detailing all arms exports by Member States should
be submitted to the European Parliament. It speaks volumes that what is said here
regarding the control of arms exports is only lip-service, while its implementation is
rejected.
Secondly, I am voting against it because, at a time when the peace movement in Europe
is developing into the strongest movement on this continent, it would well befit this Parli-
ament to show that it is paralleled most strongly in this House. This Parliament with its
Conservative maiority has thrown away the chance of showing that it stands on the side of
this peace movement.
(Applause 
.fron the lc.ft, unrest).
Mr Adamou (COM) 
- 
(GR) Both the Fergusson report, and the position assumed by
Commissioner Narjes in relation to it confirm in the most categorical way that the EEC is
not iust an economic organization, as envisaged in its Treaties, but first and foremost a
militaristic alliance with the clear political and strategic aspirations that serve the acquisi-
tive plans of the imperialist monopolies
Before Mr Fergusson, a similar report was presented by Mr von Hassel, who also called for
a Common policy on the production of armaments within the EEC countries, under the
Community's control. It is characteristic that both the von Hassel and the Fergusson
reports were presented on behalf of the Political Committee. This reveals how baseless is
Mr Narjes' argument that the armaments industry is part and parcel of the other sectors of
industry includes support for the armaments industry as well.
If, however, the matter is an economic one, why were the Fergusson and von Hassel
reports prepared on behalf of the Political Committee and not the Economic one ? In our
opinion the Fergusson report is nothing more than an attempt to turn the EEC into an
open economic-military organisation that will impose yet more severe limitations on the
national independence and self-sufficiency of the Member States, and will undermine
peace and the cooperation between European peoples.
That is why we call upon everyone in this House to live up to their responsibilities and
join us in rejecting this extremely dangerous report.
(Applause frotn tbe left)
Mrs Theobald-Paoli (S).- (FR)We should beware of trying to defend the Europe of
tomorrow with the means and organization of yesterday. This is what the Fergusson
report appeers to be doing and in my view this must be one of the most ill-conceived
documents this House has ever had to consider.
It is founded on a series of ambiguities. To introduce the eminently political topic of
defence, which falls outside the Community's jurisdiction, it resorts to the rather crude
subterfuge of talking about arms procurement and arms sales.
The very fact 
- 
as someone has already pointed out before me 
- 
that the document was
drawn up by the Political Affairs Committee, which has no jurisdiction over industrial
and commercial matters, is enough to give the lie to the whole charade. The highly polit-
ical and extremely partial solutions proposed, which have precious little to do with
industry or commerce, are incohsistent and unrealistic.
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As for the industrial problem, it is evident that greater cooperation between European
sovereign states is a vital necessity and my country is one of the first to actively seek it.
But as the rules of competition and of free access to the market 
- 
cornerstone of the
Community to which Mr Fergusson's group claims to be so attached 
- 
as these rules
stand at present, there is nothing in the letter or the spirit of the Treaty to say that these
rules were intended to be applied to armaments.
On these matters we should refer to the only authority currently with any jurisdiction
over them, the !78U.
Mrs Hammerich (CDI). 
- 
(DA) We vote against Mr Fergusson's report, even though
we find much to praise in it. He says that its aim is to make Europe richer, more secure
and more effective as a factor for peace and prosperity for the entire world. Yes, that is
what he says, indeed. But it will be exactly the opposite if a report such as this becomes a
reality. It will make ordinary people in the west, the east and the south poorer, because it
calls for the use of resources for more unnecessary weapons ; it will make the world less
secure, because the Community is venturing out onto extremely dangerous ground ; and it
will be a factor in speeding up the arms race and bringing about more cold war
throughout the world. And it is outside the competence of the European Community. rVe
deplore the fact that Commissioner Narjes gives his backing to these dangerous and
illegal plans, and that the French Prime Minister also appears to support the concept of
common EEC arms production, and that at a time when peace movements throughout
Europe are trying to halt the arms race.
Mr van Minnen (S). 
- 
(NL) I am also speaking on behalf of my colleagues Messrs
Boyes, Caborn and Clywd who belong with me to the group of Euro-parliamentarians,
which does not campaign against the arms trade only now and then. This resolution has
no place in this Parliament. It is not just that it does not belong here in the letter, it
simply does not belong here in spirit.
It is a report that incarnates a new generation of Euro-arms dealers, it is a report that
creates a growing danger of war. It is a report that poisons the spirit of peace, the spirit of
peace which should be our first concern within our Community. It is a report that mocks
the peace movement.
And this, you will note, in the week when the citizens of Europe in mass are expressing
their deep aversion to the arms race, hundreds of thousands of them at the same time.
Above all in the days when in the American President Reagan with the assault on
Grenada displays to what blurring of standards our armament can lead.
This Parliament which of all things has claimed to be the representation of the people of
Europe has the insolence to approve a report, which is one great plea for armament. By
constituting itself as promoting the interests of the European arms lobby this Parliament
is alienating itself still further from its electors. That is what you have achieved by this.
Mrs Boserup (COM). 
- 
I am not speaking in place of Mr Capanna, I am speaking on
behalf of the group of parliamentarians against nuclear weapons. And I would also point
out that neither the Commission nor Parliament got anything from Mr Klepsch's report
on common arms procurement of 78, so let us hope that nothing comes of this one
either. It is hypocrisy for the Fergusson report to present itself as an industrial policy
report. Arms cannot be regarded as conventional industrial goods which are sold for the
public good. Neither can the harmonization of arms production be described as an
employment policy measure. \Ve all know that many more people can be placed in jobs
by investing in other froms of industry. The Fergusson report must be regarded as an
extremely clumsy attcmpt to launch a common industrial policy. It is a fact that indi-
vidual countries want to defend themselves. They have made the appropriate arrange-
mcnts by democratic processes in their own countries. But to produce arms with the aim
of selling them lras nothing to do with defence. Peace cannot be secured by the sale of
arms. You run the risk that the same arms may be used against you, which is something a
Member State represented in this chamber has experienced. In the name of international
solidarity and as a representative of a party which has always had arms reduction on its
programme, I vote against this report.
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Mrs Van Hemeldonck (S\. 
- 
(NL) In common with the other members of the Socialist
Group and with the Flemish Socialists I shall be voting against this resolution. I should
invoke legal grounds, for I am convinced that the Commission should not have dealings
with the work of the independent European Programme group IEPG.
But I would like above all to express my deep indignation, especially in this United
Nations week for disarmament. Several days after millions of Europeans have demons-
trated for peace the militarist lobby in this Parliament want to push through this text. I
weigh my words carefully when I say that they are the accomplices of powerful military
and industrial groups who want to drag Europe into the madness of the arms race'
At the end of September I visited an exhibition of electronic comPonents for the arms
industry. Two facts attracted my attention there. The first was that all the large multin_1-
tionals were taking part, multinationals who have their defenders on the right of this Parli-
ament as is only ioo well known and this is the evidence of where their industrial inter-
esrs lie. The second, the high technological devices in the field of optics, communica-
tions, metal detection, sour.ir of and radiation of heat, could all be applied for peaceful
uses in industry and ....
President. 
- 
Your speaking time is over, Mrs Van Hemeldonck. I now call tntm S.au.t
Glorioso.
Mrs Baduel Glorioso (COM). 
- 
(IT) As a member of the European Parliamentary
Group for Nuclear Disarmament and \U7orld Peace I shall be voting against the Fergusson
r.pori, for three reasons. First, in the face of the invasion of Grenada and our Sovern-
mlnts' intention to deploy the Euromissiles, this rePort goes directly against 
- 
as Mr
Segre and Mr Hdnsch have already pointed out 
- 
the practical, moral and political elforts
of the European peace movement which is struggling for peace and for balanced and
controlled disarmament. Secondly, because this report sounds more like a document of
the Trilateral Commission than of the European Parliament, since it calls more or less
openly not so much for closer industrial cooperation among the European countries, as
for closer cooperation in arms production among Europe, the United States, Canada and
Japan. Thirdly, because this report goes along with the theory that the new development
model should be based on arms production, a theory which we firmly reiect. Arms produc-
tion, as the Thorsson report submitted to the United Nations in 1982, the writings of
Mary Kaldor and many others demonstrate, generates inflation. Not only because it wastes
precious raw materials, brain-power and skilled labour, because it diverts investments
needed for development and for putting an end to the crisis, but also because the prices
of the products ari not controlled and often not revealed. It is a type of production th,at
uses litile labour, and in fact the European trade unions concerned are looking at possibili-
ties of retraining.
Lastly, technology in the armaments sector is 15 years ahead of what can be used in
production for &ilian purposes. That disposes of the fundamental argument on 
_which
ihe Klepsch report was also based. For these reasons I shall be voting against and I hope
that at this politically delicate moment the European Parliament will not adopt the
Fergusson report.
Mrs Lizin (S). 
- 
(F/Q I shall be voting against the Fergusson rePort not so much for
what it says explicitly but for what it contains implicitly.
It provides in fact a dramatic demonstration that those who hold the reins in Europe
tod.y no* regard the armaments sector as a sector of the future, a sector that is likely to
be one of the mainstays of future industrial development in our part of the world'
The encouragements to increased profitability and joint research in a sector such as this
cannot be regarded as totally disinterested statements. On top of this we hAve the exces-
sive arms build-up in Europe, an increase in military conflicts, the death and suffering of
men, all this as the result of research conducted by other men who have the benefit of
knowledge, but not the benefit of reason.
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In Brussels we had an interesting experience which evoked protests from many sides : this
was an exhibition of advanced technologies as applied to armaments and security systems.
Screening on entry and a total ban on publicity, because of course there was a lot to hide
there. But, hide from whom ? From those Mr Fergusson wants to encourage ? No. They
were hiding these things from those who stand for democracy.
On Sunday, over 350,000 demonstrators turned out in Brussels to urge us to put a stop,
before it is too late, to Mr Fergusson and all those he is seeking to promote, that is to say
the dealers in mass death and destruction.
On behalf of these millions of Europeans let us reject Mr Fergusson and offer them peace.
(Applause from the Socialist Group)
Mr Kyrkos (COM). 
- 
(GR) The voting on the Fergusson report is taking place at a
characteristic point in time. Europe has taken to the streets in an unparalleled mobilisa-
tion of its peoples, transcending ideological or other differences to block the way for
Pershing and Cruise, to make it possible to dismantle the SS 20 missiles, and to keep
open the path to nuclear disarmament in Europe.
Now is the time when Parliament will either align itself with the sentiments of ordinary
people on our continent, or isolate itself from them with great negative consequences for
its political role and authority. Now is the time for us to reject anything that leads to
further intensification, to further militarisation, to nationalism, violence and the ideal of
war.
Mr Fergusson urged us to vote in favour of his proposal, to boost the development of
advanced technologies in Europe. But if we want technolog'y to develop, let us turn our
investments towards research and peaceful industrial development. Because if we make
weapons, then these obviously have to be sold to somebody or other, and this means that
Europe, with its high ideals, will be encouraging other peoples in mutual slaughter so that
the armaments market can be extended. At the end of that road lies the doom of civilisa-
tion.
Fellow-Members on all sides of this House, in the name of the future of our peoples we
call upon you to join us in rejecting the Fergusson proposal.
Mr Skovmand (CDI). 
- 
(DA) The aim of the proposal we are dealing with here is to
turn the European Community into a superpower, into a union, as Mr Fergusson himself
put it in his speech. The intention is, by enabling the arms industries in the individual
countries to support one another, to ensure that the Community in a critical situation can
act from the same strength as the superpowers, the USA and the Soviet Union. It is signifi-
cant that this very week, which the UN has designated as arms reduction week, Parlia-
ment wants to launch an armament promotion scheme. That is an attitude of mind which
a large majority in my country would reject. The idea is even more repugnant, since it is
also the intention to use the arms as an element in technological development. Research
and industry in the Community are to be strengthened by producing deadly weapons in
even deadlier versions. This is an altogether hideous and unpleasant proposal which I
must urge you to vote against.
Mr Alavanos (COM). 
- 
(GR) There have been a series of arbitrary actions in connec-
tion with the Fergusson report. First of all, there was the notorious arbitrary action on our
amendment concerning the European Parliament's attitude to European missiles, begin-
ning with the mysterious disappearance of the document and ending with today's subter-
fuges by the present President. This raises a question : why is Mr. Dankert, who was
personally shown up in connection with the vote on amendment 72 to the Fergusson
rePort, not here now ?
There is, however, a second and even greater arbitrariness here. The fact that an over-
whelming majority in this Parliament is plainly and flagrantly contravening the public
mandate, leads me to ask : How is it possible for our'!U7est German Christian Democratic
colleagues to vote for a report that will result in furthering the arms race, that ignores the
demand of the European people to abolish nuclear missiles and progress towards disarma-
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ment, especially when all the opinion polls show that a majority within Mr. Fergusson's
own party are against the deployment of missiles in Europe ? How is it possible for
colleagues of the New Democracy and Mr. Pesmazoglou to vote for this report when
weapons produced by European industry are equipping the military confrontation in the
Aegean ?
Mr President, I would like to say that the problem is not . ..
President. 
- 
Your speaking time is over, Mr Alavanos.
Mr Blaney (CDI). 
- 
I speak also as a member of the Parliamentarians for Nuclear Disar-
mament. I speak as a Member representing a country that is neutral, always has been and,
I hope, will continue to be in the future. I talk as a representative of a country, the only
country of this Community, that is not a member of NATO. I believe that both our
neutrality and our non-membership of NATO will remain for as long as we are occupied
by another member of this Communiry. !7hen we ioined this Communiry we joined it as
an economic entity and not as a security or a defence community. The Fergusson report
would like to involve us and the Community in a group 
- 
the IEPG 
- 
intended to coor-
dinate arms production. My country does not want to be dragged through the back door
into a security community. \7e do not want our economic development based on the
arms industry and there are, as we know, lots of other peaceful activities in which we
could well join. For these reasons I am against and will so vote.
Mr Veronesi (COM). 
- 
(IT) I belong to the European Parliamentary Group for Disarma-
ment and \7orld Peace. The general reasons why my group is opposed to the Fergusson
report have already been stated by its spokesman. I feel the need, nevertheless, to declare
two personal reasons, suggested by the debate, why I shall be voting against. The first is
that I regard it as an intellectual outrage to claim that research on new arms promotes
technological progress. There are many other needs, such as health, the environment,
underdevelopment, hunger .,.
(Applause from uarious quarters on the left)
. . . which can and should stimulate research.
The second reason is of a moral nature. To produce ever more murderous arms inevitably
means teaching young people to use them and conditioning them to look for an enemy
to be destroyed and killed. In a Europe that in its overwhelming maiority considers itself
Christian, that is another outrage.
(Applause from the Communist Group)
Mr Denis (COM). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, as a French Communist DePuty, and also as a
member of the Parliamentarians for Nuclear Disarmament, I follow the example of my
friend Mr Chambeiron in reaffirming our fundamental opposition to any debate in this
House on European defence. It is for this reason that we shall be voting against the
Fergusson report, without even troubling to table any amendments. The fact of the matter
is that any idea of d6tente or disarmament is becoming increasingly intolerable to the
new crusaders of the Right. !7hile so many young Europeans dream of seeing a peaceful
Europe rich from the harvests of the future, these others dream of a Europe bristling with
nuclear missiles and dotted with minefields. Sfle are not talking here about the securiry of
Europe at all, quite the contrary, and this is confirmed by the United States' heinous and
bloody aggression against Grenada, a small ACP State, to whose people we owe our solid-
arity . ..
(Loud applause from the left)
This shows in what contempt the world's greatest military power holds its European
allies. I give due credit to West Germany and the United Kingdom who are now critical
of the invasion, following France's condemnation of it. But, tomorrow, President Reagan
will hold the sole power, over the heads of his allies, to decide to launch first-strike
missiles which he is preparing to install on European soil.
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As for us, we are on the side of the millions of Europeans who are campaigning during
this month of October, in France and elsewhere, for this Disarmament rVeek, for peace. . .
President. 
- 
Your speaking time is over, Mr Denis. I now call Mr Enright on a point of
order.
Mr Enright (S). 
- 
My point of order is that it was very unfair indeed to Mr Denis to cut
him off in mid-sentence when the machine was not working and it stayed at 53 seconds
throughout. Therefore, could we make sure the machine works properly if you are going
to cut people off in mid-sentence ?
Mr Vandemeulebroucke (CDI). 
- 
(NL) I shall also be voting against the proposal of
Mr Fergusson and in this I have no problems concerning the competence of this Euro-
pean Parliament; I think that Parliament above all must speak out. But what I do have
problems with is with the whole philosophy which is hiding behind the proposal.
One is at first inclined to agree by the fact that the Fergusson report asks for a coordi-
nated approach and strategy with reference to the trade itself in war material. In itself this
might be praiseworthy, especially as thereby one could aim at the shrinking of the arms
trade, and workable and efficient restrictions placed on the practice of unlimited trade.
But this aspect is not in general what is being said, and all amendments for the reconver-
sion of the arms industry are here rejected without ceremony. Above all the whole idea is
to link everything together on the same lines in the hope of obtaining a competitive posi-
tion against the United States and Japan. This naturally assumes that the European depen-
dence in respect of NATO is going to increase still further and that evidently there is no
need for a European peace policy and our own foreign policy directed toward peace. In
addition the Fergusson proposal puts forward that Japan should be brought into any
discussion which means that it seems that Japan has already one leg in NATO.
\U7e simply want to have nothing more to do with this hellish spiral of a feverish arms
race and nothing to do with the idea of directing yet more armaments to the third world
countries under the mask of industrial policy and the creation of job opportunities. IITe
should rather be moving in the direction of a peace policy and there the Fergusson prop-
osal has not the slightest inclination. Therefore I shall be voting against this proposal.
Mr Enright (S).- I speak as a member of the Parliamentarians for World Order, and I
should first of all like to say that I think it an absolute disgrace that Mr Fergusson, other-
wise known aE 'stop me and buy bombs', has not been present during these explanations
of vote as the rapporteur 
- 
he has just recently reappeared at the rear. I think it
disgraceful that he is not sitting there in his seat and listening . . .
(C,y of Apologizs !' fron tbc right)
I will not in any way apologize to somebody who has thrown away the chance of writing
a report on a common industrial policy, of saying that ICL, Olivetti or British Leyland
should stop exporting jobs to Japan. He could have put a political input there and instead
has decided to rewrite myths and legends and produce Europa arising out of the earth,
fully armed, contrary to all the ideals of this European Community. I hear often enough
from his colleagues, as we go round talking to Hansard Societies, that the great product ef
the Europea4 Community has been the peace it has brought to Europe. And yet what is
he doing ? He is going around trying to peddle arms throughout the world to create war
elsewhgre. That is a disgrace, and we have seen what can happen in Grenada 
- 
what
happened yesterday. \Ufle must not allow Europe to behave like the United States.
(Mixccl rectctioni)
President. 
- 
I can assure you, Mr Enright, that the presidential clock shows the right
time !
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Mr Bonde (CDI). 
- 
(DA) The weapons talked about in the Fergusson report are
supposed to be for the purpose of protecting a society based on the rule of law. Why then
do they not make use of Article 236 of. the Treaty of Rome and amend the Treaty to
cover arms production ? \Uflhy are the provisions of the Treaty being violated ? It seems to
me that the right wing of this chamber has the same cavalier attitude to the Treaty of
Rome as certain other countries are showing towards the principles of national self-deter-
mination at this time in Grenada.
It is and it remains illegal for the European Community to involve itself in arms produc-
tion, and it is no less illegal when arms production is called something else, such as indus-
trial policy. I fear the slippery path which was laid down with the Genscher-Colombo talk
about the economic aspects of security policy, the slippery path which will lead on to the
subsuming of arms production under the cover of industrial policy. The next stage will be
to use arms under the pretext that they are covered by the regulations on freedom of
movement for undertakers.
I do not want to be a party to the final stage, I do not want to be a party to the first stage.
I do not want to be a party to the process of speaking with one voice in the Community,
and I do not want to be a party to speaking from the barrel of a gun 
- 
that is the logical
consequence of the Fergusson report. I therefore vote against the Fergusson resolution.
Mrs Gredal (S). 
- 
(DA) Let me say straight away that it is quite incomprehensible that
in this chamber we should be debating a report on arms production, arms research and
arms sales as an element of a common industrial policy. Such a debate is not only quite
inappropriate at a time when the populations in all European countries feel more and
more that peace is threatened, but, in the opinion of the Danish Social Democrats, the
debate does not even belong on the agenda of the European Parliament. The Treaty of
Rome makes it as clear as anything possibly could that the institutions of the European
Community must remain within the areas of competence assigned to them, and it is also
stated that the production of and trade in arms are not activities in which the Community
can engage. These questions should be reserved for cooperation within the NATO
context, not that of the European Community. This debate, both in its content and in its
purpose, it out of step with the realities. It is much to be deplored that the Community
has not been able to work out an industrial policy, but to launch a common industrial
policy through common arms production, through a European bureau for defence
analysis and through directives on arms exports is both illogical and morally reprehen-
sible. It is outrageous to say that military production increases employment, when more
serious analyses have shown the opposite to be the case.
Mr Halligan (S).- I wish to support those members of the Socialist Group who have
voiced their objections to the Fergusson report on the procurement and sales of arms. I
wish to say that I will be voting against it as a member of the European Parliamentary
Group for Disarmament and for !7orld Peace, and also as a member of the Irish
Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament.
I will vote against this report too because, as I have said in the debate, it compromises the
neutrality of my country, which is the only one of the l0 Member States which has
adopted such a policy. The fact that the House has rejected an amendment which could
have underpinned this position is further proof of the necessity for voting against this
report.
I wish to support also the views which have been expressed with great cogency that the
Parliament has, in fact, no legitimacy or competence to be either'debating or voting upon
this report. This is a matter of common defence policy, as is quite clear, not of common
industrial policy, particularly because it has been presented by the Political Affairs
Committee and not by any of the committees dealing with economic or industrial
matters.
This House should this week be supporting peace. It should be carving out a very clear
identity for Europe in the area of peace, separating it from the military madness of the
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two superpowers. It should be strengthening Europe's capacity for peace, not for
producing and selling arms. \U7e should be separating ourselves ftom the imperial
madness of the United States, which we have seen in the last week. For these reasons, I
would ask this House to vote against this report.
(Applause frotn the left)
Mrs Viehoff (S). 
- 
(NL)This Parliament should be making a contribution all of its own
to peace and security in the world. The unique form of development and cooperation
should be developed further and we should be able to play a role in the detente between
East and \7est. But what do we have proposed here ? A common arms industry ! To come
forward with such a proposal at a time when the people are worried and troubled by the
increasing social, economic and political tensions in the world is bewildering and a
blunder of the first water. The arms race is a danger to our future, the enormous sums
which are poured into it are an irresponsible investment, in view of the maior unemploy-
ment in the western world and the desperate needs of the Third !(orld, where hundreds
of thousands are starving of hunger every day, including a child every two seconds ! The
setting up of a common arms industry which will directly lead to arms sales means a
common responsibility for the continuing of wars which are raging in the world with all
the misery and dangers which come with them. Mr President, I will not carry that respon-
sibility. I shall vote against the proposal.
Mr Griffiths (S). 
- 
As a member of the Group of Parliamentarians for Peace and
Nuclear Disarmament, and as a member of the Group of Parliamentarians for !7orld
Order, I would like to oppose the Fergusson report. Firstly, on the very practical constitu-
tional ground that Mr Fergusson has exceeded the powers this Community has in trying
to entrust it with a common arms policy. This is most appropriately conducted in the
framework of NATO 
- 
and there are, of course, two members of this Community who
are not members of NATO.
I would also like to oppose it on some very practical political grounds. Firstly, all the
amendments concerned with highlighting the possibilities of alternative, socially useful
forms of production were rejected. Secondly, all of the specific practical ideas to limit
arms sales abroad were also rejected, and that, I believe, cast doubt on the good intentions
of Mr Fergusson in his restrictions on arms sales.
Mrs Squarcialupi (COMI, 
- 
U) I am also going to vote against the Fergusson resolu-
tion and I shall do so also on behalf of the sisters and the brothers and the priests who
took part in the great march for peace in Rome, thus demonstrating that there are many
common causes, other than that of armaments, for which they are ready to fight. It is
indeed immoral to propose that our priority need is to equip ourselves with rifles,
cannons, tanks and more deadly missiles, provided only they are at an advantageous
price ! I shall also be voting against this resolution because I fear that it represents a sort
of militarization of the Community spirit : in fact, I note that in a document on environ-
mental protection the Commission has inserted an article which allows the war industries
to pollute the environment. It is an early and truly alarming sign. I am further voting
against this resolution because I remember that, when I was a child, the dictator Musso-
lini used to say that we should prefer guns to butter.
There are already butter mountains in the Community and they cost the citizens of
Europe a lot of money ; don't let us have guns as well ! May I also say that if the rappor-
teur was almost permanently absent from the Chamber during the explanations of votes,
so was the Commission, which after all is supposed to implement this brilliant resolu-
tion... It would have done better to be here and hear the voice of opposition, the voice
of Europe's people.
(Applause fron tbe left)
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Mrs Cinciari Rodano (COM). 
- 
(17) I do not wish to add to the arguments most ably
put forward on behalf of the Communist Group by Mr Segre ; but as a member of the
European Parliamentary Group for Nuclear Disarmament I should like to call on
Members to reflect upon the grave responsibility that they are taking upon themselves.
Just at the moment when Grenada has fallen victim to brutal aggression, when hundreds
of American marines and French soldiers have lost their lives in Lebanon, when millions
of people throughout Europe have come out into the streets to demand disarmament, this
Assembly, in adopting the Fergusson resolution, is cutting itself off from the feelings and
desires of the overwhelming maiority of the European electorate . . .
(Applause from tbe left)
I should also like to ask Mr Fergusson whether he has reflected where the arms which
killed his compatriots in the Falklands were manufactured. Arms, you see, are a little
different from other commodities: they serve to kill.
Finally, t shall be voting against this resolution because the arms trade, at least as far as
our country is concerned, is closely bound up with drug trafficking and with the Mafia
and organized crime, posing a serious threat to our democratic society.
(Applause from tbe left)
Mr Nordmann (L) , 
- 
(FR) The countries we represent here have no aspirations to
hegemony, and it is not the armaments of Europe that are threatening the peace.
Faced with the twin menace of Soviet imperialism and Islamic fanaticism, we cannot be
without arms. Today the spirit of Munich is again proving to be the gangrene of Europe.
The essential question is whether it is possible to make the task of defence less burden-
some and more effective. That is the crux of it. If, leaving aside specific points of dispute,
the Fergusson report can help to make an indispensable task more bearable, it will not
have been in vain, for, where security is concerned, ostriches are far worse than doves or
hawks.
(Applause from tbe centre and rigbt)
Mrs Charzat (S). 
- 
(FR) On behalf of the French members of the Socialist Group, I
shall be voting against the Fergusson report.
The founders of the European Economic Community would never have subscribed to
such a repor! falling as it does outside the iurisdiction of the Treaty of Rome. A common
industrial policy in relation to armaments has nothing to do with industrial policy, but
with defence policy.
France considers that the only European body competent in matters of defence is the
'!(i'estern European Union. As regards implementing a common industrial policy, covering
in particular the advanced technologies, this is something that France has been urging for
a long time. Unfortunately, it was not France that rejected the first serious move in this
direction : the proposed merger between Thomson and Grundig.
In our view, rwo institutions 
- 
the EEC and the IUTEU 
- 
in certain clearly demarcated
areas totally separate, yet complementary, have it in their power to consolidate the Euro-
pean area and give a boost to the idea of European autonomy. For this to happen, the
EEC has to halt its regression to a free trade area and by a Community programme of
renewal, achieve its technological transformation.
The \flEU would be better able to represent specifically European interests in the area of
armaments production cooperation, on the understanding that its members agree to abide
strictly by the terms of the Treaty of Brussels.
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Mr Romualdi (NI). 
- 
(IT) Members representing the Italian political Right will be
voting for the Fergusson resolution because we are convinced that trying to coordinate
arms-manufacture-and sales does not increase the risk of war, as the extreme Left and
others have, with highly irresponsible demagoguery, been saying. Peace will not be
preserved by those who go on marches, whether or not they are genuinely convinced that
ih.y .r. thus contributing to the destruction of war arsenals and the advent of universal
broiherhood. Let me say this to Mr Hinsch, Mr Van Minnen and the others: while
marchers go out in the streets and shout, factories under various political regimes
continue to work full out to supply the world arms trade.
If peace can be saved, it will be so by promoting security, which means submitting to the
maximum possible responsible regulation what is, unfortunately, an ancient and irrepres-
sible field of hu-rr, .ctirity. That activity is largely devoted not only to provisioning, 
_*rlh
ever increasing danger, the arsenals of nations large and small, including some 
.of 
-the
smallest, but a--lso 
- 
as Mrs Cinciari Rodano has iust reminded us, albeit in a mistaken
sense 
- 
to supplying some of the dirtiest private trafficking.
Mr Pfennig (PPE). 
- 
(DE) I should like to propose that in future the chair indicates on
the screen, ifter perhaps every ten or fifteen contributions, how many speakers are still on
the list, because otherwise it is completely impossible to keep track here.
President. 
- 
Mr Pfennig, that is a very good suggestion but it does not necessarily help
us because several colleagues were not present. The figures, therefore, will never be exactly
right.
Mr Konstantinos Nikolaou (S). 
- 
(GR) I wish to state explicitly and categorically that
I shall vote against the Fergusson report for the reasons put forward a short while ago by
my colleaguei Mr Plaskovitis and Mr Kyrkos among many others,-and_for the reasons Put
forward U-y tvtr Chambeiron on 14 October, when he asked for the deletion of the
Fergusson report from the agenda for October's first part-session granted that according
to ih. Tr..ty of Rome the ieport does not fall within the scope of this organization's
duties. I am making this categorical statement because while I was presiding during the
debate on the Fergusson rePort, I supported the view 
- 
as was my duty 
- 
that the
debate should take place as decided unanimously by the House, a fact that was held to my
discredit by a number of colleagues on my own side. For this reason I repeat that as an
individual and a Member I stand against the Fergusson report, but when presiding I am at
all times bound to abide by the Rules of Procedure of this organization.
Mr Ripa di Meana (S), 
- 
(IT) Unlike most of the Socialist and Social-democratic
Membeis, I shall be voting for the resolution drawn up by Mr Fergusson, whom I should
also like to congratulate on a most thorough and interesting report.
(Applause from tbe centre and rigbt)
A contrary vote can only be attributed to hypocrisy or political blindness. Some of the
Community countries 
"i" ,-ong the world's most imPortant arms manufacturers andtraders 
- 
and the consequences of their activities are often destabilizing. But there are,
unfortunately, no real prospects that this production and supply of armaments will cease
in the foreseeable future. This being so, it is no service to the cause of Community
Europe to leave this activiry to the free play of unbridled comPetition.
I can only add that I am astounded that those who proclaim themselves fervent pro-
EuropeanJ can today, by voting against the resolution, refute their professed convictions:
they are blocking the way to ending Europe's dependence on arms manufactured and
sold by the United States. And that is a medium-term obiective to which this Parliament
is committed.
(Applause from o'arious quctrters of the centre and tbe rigbt)
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Mr Kirk (ED). 
- 
(DA) Arms are produced in Europe, in the Soviet Union, the USA,
Canada and in neutral countries, such as Sweden, and these arms are exported. This is a
fact. I cannot therefore quite understand the explanations of vote we have heard from the
Socialist Group. Vho was it that sold fighter planes to Iraq recently ? \7as it not the
socialist government in France ? On the Danish conservative side, we have approached
this report from the viewpoint that the people employed by firms which produce military
equipment should be treated in exactly the same way as people employed by firms
producing home freezers and the like. I7e have therefore supported everything that could
contribute to removing national forms of discrimination in the Community. But we have
had to oppose the report on the matter of arms exports. \U7e cannot, like certain members
of the technical group in the European Parliament, go along with a European convention
on arms exports. I7e are opposed to that. But we do not think that the report as such
argues for an increase in arms. I7e think that, in point of fact, it takes a realistic view of
the facts which exist in Europe. But, insofar as it concerns arms exports, we are opposed
to it. I must therefore say with regret that we have to vote against the resolution, since the
amendments which sought to deal with the arms sale question were not adopted.
Mr Schinzel (S). 
- 
(DE)- !fle have now been speaking about this Fergusson report for
two hours. The potential for nuclear destruction in the world has increased by four Hiro-
shima bombs in that time. In the same period, approximately another 300 m DM has
been spent on arms, in the same time more than 3600 children have died of starvation,
because those people who support this report would rather plead for the money to be
spent on arms. Our primary task, as a Parliament, is to ensure that ways are found to help
to safeguard peace by peaceful means.
(Applause from tbe left)
This report points exactly in the opposite direction. It documents the cynicism of the rich
who are worried above all about how they can push up arms production, how they can
push up the arms business. It does not show us a path to peace, it shows us a path to the
destruction of the human race. For that reason, we must vote against it.
(Applause from the left)
Mr Fergusson (ED), rapporteur. 
- 
As rapporteur I was accused several times of being
absent from this Chamber during the explanations of vote. I was present most of the
time, though not in my seat.
Firstly, it is in order for me to commend the overall spiritedness of the debate we have
just had, although so little of it was, in fact, taken up with genuine explanations. Secondly,
I would like to record my regret that so many of those who contributed were not present
for the original debate. Thirdly, I thank you for the patience you have shown throughout
this time.
Mr de Courcy Ling (ED), in uriting. 
- 
This is not a very coherent report, but I shall
vote for it because it has valid intentions. One such intention is that the nine European
countriis of NATO who are also members of the EEC should assert themselves more
effectively in matters of European security. In the debate yesterday, I expressed my convic-
tion that the United Kingdom and France should, before the year 2000, pool their
resources in the development of their independent nuclear deterrents.
Having listened carefully to the debate, I have also noted the frustration of many
Members about the failure of the nuclear disarmament talks so far in Geneva and the
widespread desire for nuclear arms reduction in preference to nuclear arms escalation to
which Europe at present appears to be condemned.
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'S7e must all pray that after the deployment of Cruise and Pershing missiles on the terri-
tory of certain Member States at the end of 1983, if not sooner, the Soviet Union will
prefer reciprocal measures of nuclear disarmament to a mindless and ineluctable process
leading to mutual extermination.
Meanwhile, let no one say that the British and French independent nuclear deterrents are
not included in the Geneva talks because they are negligible. On the contrary, they have a
political importance out of proportion to their mega-tonnage. They ultimately guarantee
our national independence ; and I trust that before long they will enable Britain and
France to play a manifest, active and successful part in bringing about a nuclear arms
reduction agreement. Let our leaders in Britain and France look to the example of Mr
Harold MacMillan whose diplomacy was material in achieving the Partial Nuclear Tests
Ban Treaty signed in Moscow in October 1953.
Mrs Ewing (DEP), in writing. 
- 
I believe that this is an attempt to introduce a defence
issue into our deliberations by a back door. Defence is clearly outside the scope of the
Treaty and to discuss this can only bring the EEC into disrepute in the eyes of that ever
increasing number of people who are anxious for arms reduction. I therefore vote for
Amendments I to 19 tabled in the name of Mr Boyes and others.
Mr Hermann (PPE), in writing. 
- 
(FR) I shall be voting for this report because,
contrary to what has been suggested in this House, it is not a matter of encouraging
recourse to arms but of making less costly the vital task of defence, to which every citizen
and every taxpayer in the EEC contributes.
I would add that this report testifies to a commendable desire to put a stop to the anarchy
which prevails in arms sales and exports.
This report points the way towards a European defence policy.
I wish to express my condemnation of the way in which this report has been misused and
misrepresented as being warmongering and contrary to the peace moves which are among
the main priorities of our group.
Mr O'Mahony (S), in writing. 
- 
I deeply regret that this report has been before Parlia-
ment at all.
\U(hile the substance of the report is nominally concerned with the creation of a common
European arms procurement and manufacturing policy, the real intention behind it is to
move us closer to a common European Defence Pact. As such, I reject it. The Commu-
nity has no mandate to move in this direction or by so doing, to ignore the reality of Irish
neutrality.
In addition, it is an outrage that this Parliament should consider a proposal to add to arms
stockpiles at a time when the world is already grossly over-armed and threatened with
extinction as a result.
Mr Ryan (PPE), in writing. 
- 
The Irish Fine Gael members of the Christian Demo-
cratic Group will abstain from voting on the Fergusson Resolution.
'!7'e regret having to do so but Parliament's obstinacy in rejecting our pleas for delefion of
all references to the Independent European Programme Group 
- 
a North Atlantic Treary
Organization Body 
- 
leaves us with no other option.
It is not possible for Ireland, which is not a member of the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation, to be a party to a resolution which calls on the Commission and Council of the
European Communities to use non-European bodies to achieve European objectives. !7e
are not members of NATO and I want to make it crystal clear that Ireland will not be
bullied or cajoled into joining any military alliance.
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Our not being a party to the adoption of the resolution should not be interpreted as a
negative approach to a common European arms procurement policy, the implementation
of which, by strengthening a common industrial policy, would give Europe increased
employment opportunities and possibilities for greater efficiency and technological and
electronic progress. \U7e would have wished to join in support of the resolution insofar as
it endeavours to put curbs on national arms sales by some EEC Member States, particu-
larly to the Third lforld and to areas of actual war or tension. Such sales are a scandal.
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IN THE CHAIR: MR DANKERT
President
(Tbe sitting uas opened at 10 a.m)l
l. voTE 2
BUDGET I984
President. 
- 
The first item on the agenda is the vote
on:
- 
the draft amendments to Sections I (European
Parliament), II (Council), IV (Economic and Social
Committee) and V (Court of Justice) of the draft
general budget of the European Communities for
the financial year 1984;
- 
the draft amendments and proposed modifications
to Section III (Commission) of the draft general
budget of the European Communities for the
financial year 1984;
- 
the motions for resolutions contained in the
reports, drawn up on behalf of the Committee on
Budgets, by Mrs Scrivener (Doc. l-900/83) and Mr
Pfennig (Docs. l -895/83, l-896183, l-897183,
l-898/83 and l-899183)' on the draft general
budget of the European Communities for the
financial year 1984.
Before we begin the vote on the draft general budget
for 1984, I should like to remind the House of what is
stated in Article 203, paragraph 9, of the Treaty esta-
blishing the EEC:
Each institution shall exercise the powers
conferred upon it by this Article, with due regard
for the provisions of this Treary and for acts
adopted in accordance therewith, in particular
those relating to the Communities' own resources
and to the balance between revenue and expendi-
ture.
Parliament is therefore obliged to respect, at each
stage of the budgetary procedure, the limits of avail-
able resources. It is also important to recognize that,
under the budgetary procedure, the ultimate expres-
sion of Parliament's will is the vote on the amend-
ments. The author of an amendment must therefore
be certain that the adoption of the amendment is
compatible with keeping expenditure inside the
bracket of own resources. The vote cannot take place
unless Parliament is assured of this fact, and where
necessary such an assurance must be sought by the
I Approval of minutes 
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rapporteur. I therefore ask the rapporteur, Mrs Scriv-
ener, to take the utmost care to ensure that Parliament
does not exceed its rights.
Last night thi Committee on Budgets tabled seven
compromise texts which have been distributed in all
the languages and which will therefore be put to the
vote.
Mrs Scrivener (L), rapporteur. 
- 
(FR) I iust want to
say, Mr President, that we shall of course ensure that
the limit of I Yo is not exceeded. Let me add in this
connection that apart from a general agreement with
the institutions there has also been agreement with
the committees and the political groups.
If I happen to realize that this is not being done, Mr
President, I hope you will allow me to request an
adjournment. Naturally, I do not think this will be so,
since let me repeat that there has been an agreement
on this particularly difficult budget and we all have a
sense of responsibiliry.
(Applause)
Mr von der Vring (S). 
- 
(DE) | am very sorry, Mr
President, but can we have a five-minute adjourn-
ment ? The meeting of the Socialist Group has run on
for five minutes too long and I still have to get some
people into the Chamber.
(Laugbter)
President. 
- 
!7e could perhaps use the time to test
the voting equipment, since it broke down last year.
SECTION III _ COMMISSION
Establishrnent plan
Mr Adam (S).- Mr President, I rise on a point of
order regarding this amendment. Two weeks ago Parli-
ament took a specific decision that we would approve
an increased number of staff for the Joint Research
Project. Subsequently, the Committee on Budgets has
seen fit to deny that particular amendment and I chal-
lenge the right of the Committee on Budgets to
recommend an action to this House which is contrary
to a decision which we took a fortnight ago.
(Cries of 'Hear', 'Hear)
Title VI 
- 
Article 631
After the oote on Amendrnent No 85
President. 
- 
Amendment No 238, by Mr Papapi-
etro, is identical to Amendment No 86 which has just
been put to the vote, and it therefore falls.
Mr Langes (PPE). 
- 
(DE) The figures are the same
but the justification is not, and the Committee on
Budgets therefore felt it could support Amendment
No 238, by Mr Papapietro. That is why there is a
misunderstanding on your part.
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President. 
- 
The remarks can still be voted on, but
there is no point in voting on the iustification.
Mr Bangemenn (L). 
- 
(DE) If you had pointed out
at the vote, Mr President, that with the vote on the
Vandemeulebroucke amendment the other amend-
ment was also going to fall, we should have voted in
favour of the Vandemeulebroucke amendment. Since
you did not do so, however, we assumed that you
would ask us to vote on the Papapietro amendment,
which we wanted to vote in favour of. For this reason
I ask you to repeat the vote on the Papapietro amend-
ment.
Mr Lange (Sl, Chairman of the Committee on
Budgets. 
- 
(DE) !7ith regard to the forthcoming
yotes I should like to point out that the iustification
will not be voted on and that we shall be voting solely
on the figures, not on the justification. So far we have
been lucky that the figures have been adopted and not
rejected. The point is that we are voting only on the
remarks and not on the justification.
President. 
- 
That is clear, Mr Lange.
Item 9632
Pllls 301-305
Mr de Courcy Ling (ED). 
- 
My point of order, Mr
President, is to confirm that I withdrew Modifications
Nos 301, 302, 303, 304 and 305 on condition that you
accept 
- 
the Chair agreed to this on Tuesday and the
Council has said that it accepts the idea 
- 
a consolid-
ated modification which calls for no additional expen-
diture, but simply a token entry under commitments
for the financial protocols with Algeria, Morocco,
Tunisia, Bgypt, Jordan, Lebanon and Syria. You have
that in writing, Mr President.
President. 
- 
Thank you.
(Tbe sitting was suspended at 1.45 p.m. and resumed
dt 3.30 p.tn.)
IN THE CHAIR: LADY ELLES
Vice-President
2. GATT
President. 
- 
The next item is the report (Doc.
l-493183) by Mr Seeler, on behalf of the Committee
on External Economic Relations, on the delineation
and further development of GATT and of the free
trade principle underlying the GATT system and
possible consequences for the EEC and GATT.
The following oral questions are included in the
debate :
- 
by Mr Moreland and others (Doc. l-862183) to the
Commission:
Subject: Canadian Provincial Liquor Boards
!7ill the Commission state:
l. If it is true that the Reagan administration
threatened retaliatory action if changes by Ontario
on imported wines (in the case 
- 
from California)
were not removed ?
2. If it is true that the Ontario Government has
agreed to remove the handling charge on
imported wines ? If so, is this total removal
without qualification ? lfill the Commission
protest if this removal is replaced by subsidies to
the Ontario wine industry ?
3. If it is true that despite the 1979 Provincial
Statement discrimination still exists against spirits
in the Liquor Commissions of a number of
products especially against scotch and brandy ?
4. If it has made strong protest against the
minimum listing system of a number of provinces
which effectively makes it impossible to promote
new alcoholic products or, specialized products or
many European beers, ciders, sherry or better
quality wines ?
5. If it agrees that the whole liquor brandy
system is restrictive particularly to imported alco-
holic products and that following the US example
stern action is necessary which could include retali-
ating action on European imports of Canadian rye
whisky ?
- 
by Mr Piquet and others (Doc. l-853/83) to the
Commission:
Subject : American measures on steel
After President Reagan's decision to limit imports
of special steels from the EEC for 4 years, a deci-
sion which affects European sales to the United
States worth more than 150 million dollars, does
the Commission intend to propose to the Council
not iust that it raise this matter at GA'IT but thatit begin formal proceedings against the United
States under GATT ?
Does the Commission not consider it necessary, at
the same time, to draw up a series of draft reprisal
measures to be taken if the United States main-
tains its position ?
What does the Commission think about the 1982
steel agreement between the EEC and the USA in
the light of the way it is now being applied by the
United States authorities ?
Finally, how does the Commission propose to
keep Parliament informed on this matter so as to
mobilize public opinion in this battle against the
current American concept of trade relations based
on uniltateral decisions which violate EEC-US
agreements as well as GATT rules ?
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- 
by Mrs le Roux and others (Doc. l-865/83) to the
Commission:
Subject: Sales of dairy products to Egypt by the
United States
After the 'warning shot' of sales of American
wheat to Egypt, the Commission has now accepted
the unilateral limitation of cereal exports and the
authorization of imports of American wine. These
tokens of goods will have only served to steP uP
the agressiveness of the United States, which has
now concluded a contract to sell Egypt large quan-
tities of dairy products (18 000 tonnes of butter
and l0 000 tonnes of cheese) on preferential terms
which are incompatible with GATT regulations.
In its reply to Oral Question H- 109/83, 1 the
Commission 'assures Parliament that it is ready to
react with the greatest fiimness if the United
States again uses subsidized sales to take over tradi-
tional Community markets'.
Is the Commission prepared to respect this
commitment by putting into ,effect the counter-
measures wtiich are called for ?
- 
Question by Mrs Poirier and others (Doc'
l-866183) to the Commission :
Subject : Authorization of
American wine
importation of
On 26 July the Community and the United States
signed an agreement in the form of an exchange
of letters on trade in wine.
This agreement opens Community frontiers to
American wines which will be exemPt from the
normal certification procedures.
l. Can the Commission explain why it has
decided to authorize such imports ?
2. !7hat induced the Commission to hold up to
ridicule its own rules on wine-making by autho-
rizing the importation of wines 'manufactured' in
complete disregard to the Community's quality
standards ?
3. Does the Commission seriously believe that
this concession will halt the American commercial
offensive on the agricultural markets ?
Mr Spencer (ED). 
- 
Madam President, when we
were discussing the agenda earlier in the week, we
were told that this debate had to take place on
Thursday because we needed the presence of Commis-
sioner Haferkamp. Unless my eyes fail me neither
Commissioner Haferkamp, nor indeed anyone from
the Commission is present. \tr7ould it not be helpful if
we adiourned until we did ?
President. 
- 
Mr Spencer, I take note of your
remarks, but of course I do not know how long an
adjournment that would require. I could find out from
the services whether he is in the building or not. In
the meantime I think we should start the debate, as it
is on the agenda and was not changed this morning
when the agenda was adopted.
Mr Seeler (S), rapporteun 
- 
(DE) Madam President,
ladies and gentlemen. This report, which I am
presenting on behalf of the Committee on External
Economic Relations, is one of a series dealing with
fundamental questions of current world trade. It
considers the further development of GATT in the
light of the changes which have occurred in world
trade conditions. l'ilevertheless, some 25 o/o of the
European Community's GDP is earned from exports.
There can be no clearer indicator of the importance to
our Community of a system of world trade which oper-
ates smoothly. Together with the budget, which we
discussed this morning, and agricultural policy,
external trade is one of the few areas in which the
Community and thus Parliament too already have real
POwers.
Our report attempts to redefine free trade in the
context of the world economy as it appears at Present.
The same goes for protectionism. This is often
condemned outright as a scourge, often by the same
speakers who in the same breath call for help and
protection for the textile, steel or ship building
industry, for example. Here too, and my rePort
attempts to do this, we must establish the limits
within which protectionist measures are reconcilable
with the principles of present-day world trade, and
which measures need to be resolutely opposed. It
became clear at the Geneva GATT conference in
November of last year that the GATI rules need to be
developed further if they are to continue to provide a
stable basis for world trade in future. At present some
40 o/o ol world trade is subject to a greater or lesser
degree of protectionism. This is due to the worldwide
economic crisis and to the fact that GATT has proved
to be primarily an instrument of short- and medium-
term economic policy. In the next few years there will
be a marked change in the structure of world trade
and the world economy. The era in which a small
number of traditional industrialized nations supplied
capital and consumer goods to the rest of the world,
whose role was to supply raw materials, and supply
them as cheaply as possible, is drawing to a close.
More and more countries will be producing industrial
goods, and the division of labour will continue. The
strict divison of trade between industralized nations
on the one hand and developing countries on the
other hand will also change. Trade among developing
countries will need particular encouragement and regu-
lation by GATT. But the supreme objective of all our
efforts must still be to promote the coninuous develop-
ment of growth and prosperity for everyone. To datet Proceedings l-299 of. 18 May 1983, p. 196.
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the best means to this end has been free trade, and so
our report unequivocally endorses the further develop-
ment of free trade which must, however, be regulated
and organized by GATT in a form which can cope
with present and future conditions.
I should like at this point to make a clear and forceful
plea on my own account against a protectionist world
economy. Anyone familiar with world history over the
last hundred years knows what h.appened when in the
last third of the rrineteenth century the industrialized
nations progressively abandoned ,the principle of free
trade in favour of a principle of national protec-
tionism. The consequences were crazy protective
tariffs on industrial and agdcultural products, world-
wide policies of conquest and colonial expansion to
secure markets for the industries of individual coun-
tries and finally a world war in which one of the
stakes was economic influence and power.
Free trade, however, needs to be carefully regulated
and delineated. Just as the free market economy is
determined and limited by the social principle on the
home market, this principle should also, in my view,
apply to world trade. And free trade organized on the
basis of this social market economy in no way pre-
cludes protective measures and aid. If jobs are to be
presened and competitiveness restored in specific
areas of industry it is just as admissible to give tax
concessions or other financial aids as to impose quanti-
tive restrictions on trade.
But all measures of this kind must be designed to
restore competitiveness and must therefore be intro-
duced for a limited time only. Any measure
preseming industrial structures which does not have
this objective is at variance with the principles of
GATT and is thus unacceptable. On the other hand,
protectionism may be a deliberate policy more aimed
at preserving certain sectors of industry irrespective of
their competitiveness. The European coal industry is
an example. But for the injection of massive public
funds, the coal industry would have been killed off at
the end of the sixties by competition from oil which
at that time was cheap. !7e know now that it was
necessary and politically right to preserve the coal
industry although it was not competitive.
European agriculture is another example of protec-
tionism on grounds of political desirability. Admit-
tedly this system of protectionism has long since lost
its point, because it lacks any structural direction.
Money for the farmers, at any cost, is not a sensible
policy. A meaningful industrial and structural policy
thus needs to be devised for the European Commu-
nity. This includes improved cross-border cooperation
by the various sectors of industry and a stronger
export capability on the part of small and medium-
sized undertakings. But it also includes the intensive
promotion of research, the exchange of new knowhow
and the provision of venture capital. Only in this way
can European industry constantly improve its competi-
tive position on world markets with new products.
But we also need a structural policy based on foresight
and prevention, i.e. we must monitor industrial and
technical developments and watch world markets in
order to adjust to them in good time. This kind of
adiustment process is far better for those concerned
and less costly for a country's economy than the
abrupt collapse of whole groups of companies.
Another word or t'sro on European extemal trade
policy: external trade is a Community matter, but it
continues to be very strongly influenced by national
interests. A European indusrial and structural policy
must thus be accompanied by the smooth develop-
ment of a Community external trade policy based on
common principles. These include the replacement of
national import and export regulations by Community
regulations and replacement of traditional trade agree-
ments by the well tried formula of cooperation and
association agreements. In the interests of the dev-
eloping countries it would be a good thing to differen-
tiate the system of generalized preferences more
sharply and in the long term to replace it by a liberali-
zation plan for trade with the favoured nations.
There is not time, in a brief introductory speech, to
cover all the questions raised by the much needed
further development of GATT. I did, however, want to
help dispel some of the unthinking misconceptions
which often surround the notions of free trade and
protectionism. For us in Eurdpe free trade is vital, and
we must thus have a clear understanding of is scope,
but also of its limits. The same goes for all protective
measures which are necessary or dictated by political
desirability. Both the motion for a resolution and
above all the explanatory statement contained in this
report attempt to give some answer to these questions
which are of such vital importance to prosperity,
progress and the preservation of jobs.
(Applause)
Mrs rVieczorek-Zeul (S). 
- 
(DE)Madam President,
ladies and gentlemen, on behalf of the Socialist Group
I should like to thank our colleague Mr Seeler for his
report, and at the same time express my regrets that
this discussion is taking place in so small and so
restricted a circle and at such a point in time. I
believe that this House would do iustice to the subject
by discussing it in a truly significant fqnrm, on an
important day and, furthermore, when a representative
of the Commission was present. For, as Mr Seeler
quite rightly said, this subject concems firstly the
powers of the Community and secondly a multitude
of iobs which number many millions and are
governed in our Community by principles and regula-
tions conditioned by the GATT system.
27. 10. 1t3 Debates of the European Parliament No l-305/ 175
rX'ieczorek-Zeul
'We welcome Mr Seeler's report for a number of
reasons : firstly because a report emanating from this
House for the first time makes clear that free trade
cannot be the be-all and end-all, but that it is a means
whereby fair conditions can be achigved in this world,
jobs secured and prosperity assured in the various
regions of our world. This report shows realistically
and obiectively that there is no automatic relationship
between increased trade volume and development, for
example, in some of the developing countries.
Account is also taken of the real obstacles to free trade
which largely exist and which, as Mr Seeler has iust
said, are always raised with a very one-sided effect
whenever certain industries are threatened. The report
also states quite clearly that when trade conditions are
distorted and unequal, this system of free trade works
to the advantage of the stronger rather than the
weaker party. I would ask you all to consider whethir
we should not find new means of including the deve'
loping countries, for we must .remember that most of
the developing countries are not members of GATT
and do not regard GATT as their platform.
Our second reason for welcoming this report is that it
sets out for the first time criteria for a meaningful
Community external trade policy and structural
policy, to be voted on by Parliament' \fle should also
be glad if something else could be achieved through
GATT, on which we as the Socialist Group have
tabled a whole series of amendments ; namely frbe
trade union activity, firstly because trade union rights
are human rights, and seco4dly because distortions of
competition occurring in the free trade system need
to be contained and eliminated.,[-astly we should like
to see stricter supervision of undertakings, specifically
the multinationals, which alone account for 80 % of
world trade, and in connection with this we should
like to see the OECD and ILO conventions more
strictly adhered to.
-lttr van Aerssen (PPE). 
- 
(DE) Madam President,
ladies and gentlemen, t[e Qroup of the European
People's Party supports Mr Seeler'g report and, in my
view, this report is the fruit ol joint efforts within the
competent committee which nought to provide poin-
ters for the further development of the international
agreement on trade and tarifffs.
I hardly need say on behalf of my Group that for us
the international agreement on trade and tariffs,
GATT, occupies the key polltion from which world
trade can be guided along ifust and equitable lines.
After the war my country devised an economic
system, born of bitter experience, which we call the
social market economy? fogether with fellow
members oftmy party t beiievf that we should develop
this system further into ari lnternational system, an
international social market ecbnomy. !7e shall shortly
be putting prbposals on this befor'e this House and
the Committee. \Ufle are very grateful to Mr Seeler for
taking up the idea, even though he belongs to another
party.
I should like to sayJagain, quite clearly, that GATT
cannot go on indefinitely being applied as it has been
so far; we must above all ensure that it is further deve-
loped in a way which allows for anticipation and crisis
management. It is vital that GATT should not only
react, but above all shorrfd anticipate. At present it has
no sdch facility for crisis management. This important
point is also touched upon in Mr Seeler's repprt in
general terms,
My Group believes that such a development can
clearly only come about if there is also an institutional
dialogue with our largest world trading Partner, the
United States of America. \7e need prior consultation,
prior clarification, we need this form of anticiPatory
management. !7e cannot always wait until the chest-
nuts are alr0edy in the fire before acting and trying to
solve the problem. We must be able to anticipate
events. The necessary instruments are available, as the
report makes clear. The report also states clearly that
we require a system of crisis management for agricul-
tural policy also ; we cannot simply argue the toss
each time in the arbitration committees as to who is
right and who is wrong.'!7e must act with foresight to
prevent things from getting to that point in the first
place.
Let me sum up once more on behalf of my Group.
!7e censider it important that the Seeler report should
be used as a weapon against the crucial abuses
committed in this world against world trade and
againgt GATT. These include the conditions attached
to export terms, the inability of some national govern-
ments to comply with the international rules of
GATT, a certain instability of raw materials markets,
and attempts to undermine GATT by means of bilat-
eral agreements. My Group wil[ never condone such
abuses; we shall do everything within our Power to
preserve this mqltilateral framework.
If in the near luture we consider the Seeler report
again 
- 
and it is not a nine days' wonder, but a
review of an ongoing problem 
- 
I think it is impor-
tant that during this institutionalized. dialogue with
our friends in the USA we should also discuss the
excessive fluctuations in exchange rates in GATT and
the OECD. Indeed, the Americans have already sug-
gested this. My Group will support Mr Seeler's report.
Mr Spencer (ED). 
- 
Madam President, I shall start
with some of the smaller matters in the text. My
group will seek to delete paragraph 13 with its refer-
ence to a delegation from this Parliament to the next
GATT conference, not because we are against the idea
but because we think the modalities, the details, the
constitutional implications need to be looked at in a
way they have not been looked at in Mr Seelers' report
iI
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to date before we express any view on the matter at
all. rU(/e will also, I have to tell him, be seeking to
delete Article 28 with its extensive discussion of an
industrial policy for Europe, not because we are
against it but because its inclusion in a report that
already runs to I I pages seems to us to fall rather
short of the standards of conciseness that we have
come to expect from a Hanseatic rapporteur.
!fle shall also be seeking to delete the references in
indent O to the Spencer report on steel because that
has not yet been considered by Parliament and to the
Caborn report on multinational enterprises because
that has been considered by Parliament. Indeed it has
been reconsidered by Parliament and it seems wrong
to ask to make historical references to a report that
Parliament, by its later actions, clearly no longer
supports.
!fle take some exception to the references in para-
gnph 17 of the text to the possibility of protection on
the grounds purely of political desirability. That seems
to us to open up an easy way, not towards a social
market economy but towards an easy licence for
protectionism, on the grounds that if it costs you jobs
you rnay protect. S7e understand the pressures that
lead to that kind of text but it was for exactly that
reason that we sought and, I think, found in the
committee the formulation that the trading system
should be governed by fair competition which
respects the principles of the social market economy.
!7e will stand by the Seeler report in that facet of its
actions. I7e still feel unhappy and will seek to amend
paragraph 17 as it currently stands.
This question of iob losses in Europe which is really
at the centre of our concern for GATT and for free
trade leads us straight to the problem of free trade or
fair trade which the rapporteur tackled. It is increas-
ingly our belief that free trade has to be seen to be fair
if it is to be politically defended in Europe and else-
where. 'S(/e have to have both free trade and fair trade ;
they are not alternatives. !fle should not delude
ourselves. !fle do not currently have absolute free
trade. Obviously the kind of free trade that we
normally refer to is in a certain kind of industrial
goods.
It does not apply to agricultural exports, services or
across substantial areas of the world. And yet the free
trade that we have had since Bretton !7oods in 1944
has served us well, so well indeed that some people
have come to take it for granted.
It is not the result of the unrestrained play of market
forces. It is very much the result of the carefully
constructed institutional balance that underpinned
world trade that was constructed ar Bretton Iroods
and later. It seems to me no coincrdence that the
defences against protectionism are at their weakest
where currency instability is at its strongest ; that US
protectionism rises with a strong dollar and that Euro-
pean protectionism is at its most shrill when we face a
supper competitive Japanese yen. Currencies by and
large no longer reflect purchasing power parities,
which was the assumption of the original world
trading system. They are no longer necessarily a reli-
able means for conveying the markets' messages about
absolute or comparative advantage. !fle live in an area
of instant information exchange, of currency trading
that goes on 24 hours a day, of transnational
companies 
- 
all these things undreamt of when the
system which we now take for granted was set up
three decades ago.
'S7e have, I believe, to look again at the assumptions
that underlay Bretton !7oods ; the comfortable
assumptions of all the nations who established it that
they shared certain values. Since that assumption was
first made we have had huge new entrants to the
world trading system who do not automatically share
those values. !7e draw attention to the problems of
the Japanese, which have led to the Article 22 case
about the general propensity of imports into Japan.
I7e draw attention in one of our amendments to the
problems of newly industrialized countries with super
competitive industries enclosed in so-called underdeve-
loped economies. These things have to be looked at
again and looked at clearly.
!7hat is going to happen ? !7e have had the near farce
of last year's GAfi ministerials. I7e have had the
high prose of the l7illiamsburg Declaration, followed
some 6 weeks later by new import restrictions on
specialty steels. !7e have had the consistent presenta-
tion of perorations about free trade. The perorations
are intact. It is just that they no longer bear much rela-
tion to the facts.
Mr N(elsh will be expounding the ideas for reform of
the system, no doubt much more eloquently than I
could, in the amendment that carries our joint name.
I do believe that the great trading powers of the world
at the moment f.ace a clear choice. They may either go
the road of thorough-going reform of GATT and the
associated institutioni of the world trading system or
they must face a sharp deterioration, a sharp decline
into a world separated into regional trading blocs. I
would say to our American trading partners that every
use or abuse of Section 201 or 301, of the American
genius for legislation and legal action, will produce an
equal end opposite European reaction. I7e have a
choice. ![e may either sit down and logically seek to
redesign the world system on which our ioint prospe-
rity rests, or we may watch numbly while we shout at
each other and the world declines into a system of
regional trading blocs. I believe the choice is clear. I
believe that the Seeler report is a first step, although I
hope that the rapporteur will be able to accept the
'Welsh amendment, which will make it rwo steps
rather than one.
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Mrs Poirier (COM). 
- 
(FR) Madam President, our
discussion of this report is concerned with the rules
and principles of international trade. Ve still need to
define our objectives which must, in our opinion, be
dictated by the need to find a way out of the crisis
which our countries are experiencing.
The principle whereby world trade is the essential
means towards promoting growth aPPears to us parti-
cularly inadequate, since it completely underestimates
the importance of home markets. For negotiations
within GATT have not led to progress on matters
which are of decisive importance for the future of
mankind: the overall stagnation of the economy, of
trade in all the capitalist countries over the last few
years is one unsolved problem: others include the
place of the developing countries in world trade, and
ho* to satisfy their demands. The multinational
companies, the large financial and industrial groups
which play a considerable part in world trade are
primarily concerned with speculation and profits.
No 
- 
to promote world trade, in the interests of all
sides, what GATT should do is recommend that
national export credits in the industrial sector be allo-
cated on the basis of economic criteria such as
employment, skills, research and shorter working
hours, in conditions likely to favour both investment
which will create skilled jobs and, at the same time,
investment which will increase productivity by the
introduction of new technologY.
GATI ought to promote Srowth, since growth is the
sine qua non tor improved world trade.
!7e also think that the existence of a common trade
policy should prompt the EEC to shoulder all its
iesponsibilities towards the countries of the Third
World, but also towards the United States and Japan
in particular, which, despite a few fits and- starts, it is
not really doing. !flhy, in its relations with the USA,
does the Community often tend to give in to
American pressure ? More generally, there has been an
accumulation of disquieting facts recently : the USA
has given clear warning that it intends to capture the
EECis traditional markets by dumping, as it did
recently by selling flour, butter and cheese to Egypt.
There was the renewed declaration by Mr Reagan's
special representative Mr Broke, that the USA would
be following a policy of confrontation with Europe'
Unacceptable, disgraceful Pressure has been Put on
the European governments, sometimes successfully, to
stop the EEC irom introducing a tax on oils and fats,
for-example. There is the question of steel, referred to
earlier, where, despite the 1982 agreement between
the EEC and the USA, we see President Reagan
deciding to restrict the access of European special
steels to the American market.
Surely this causes us to have doubts as to the efficaciry
of this agreement which was, however, presented last
year as a victory for Europe ?
In view of all this, I should like to Put the following
question to the Commission: is the EEC's resPonse
f-orceful enough ? It seems doubtful, and I will justify
my own doubt by iust one example: despite all these
prlssur.t, all these me.rsures which contravene the
rules of GATT, the EEC has iust opened its frontiers
most graciously to an American wine produced using
methots which are banned in France. So all we do is
express our disquiet and demand comPensation'
wliilst, for example, the recent Commission decision
to finance the export of wheat and flour to Egypt
shows that we do have ways of effectively resisting
these pressures. This is a first step which should, in
our opinion, be taken in other areas also.
I(e all know that if we give in to economic blackmail
- 
letting ourselves be outbid by the USA 
- 
we
betray our own interests.
One last comment on the countries of the Third
!7orld. \[e consider that the principles of GATT, and
primarily the reciprocity of advantages, should be
applied to these countries, but that their own parti'
cuiar interests and claims should be scrupulously
respected. The stalemate in the North-South dialogue,
the disappointing outcome of the final negotiations of
April l9i9 in the Tokyo Round, when all the Third
\florld countries categorically reiected the agreement,
show how much still remains to be done in truly
promoting cooperation and trade in the best interests
of humanity and the future of Europe.
Mr Jiirgens (L). 
- 
(DE) Madam President, ladies
and gentlemen, it is important that the European Parli-
ament should discuss the future development of
GATI at a time when nationalistic and Protectionist
tendencies are on the increase and one is aware of the
pressing need for a Community industrial policy. I
think Mr Seeler has dealt excellently with these issues
in his report which is a true credit to the Hanseatic
spirit.
If we consider that 25o/o of. the European Commu-
nity's social product is earned from exports, 500/o of
which are to non-Community countries, these figures
speak for themselves and show clearly the decisive
importance of world trade for the European Commu-
nity. But they also show that no member of the Euro-
pean Community can solve its problems on. its own.
Th. 
-or. Community spirit we show, the more
successful our European Community will be in
solving its problems. Under the EEC Treaty the Euro'
pean Community has a clear duty to further the
harmonious development of world trade.
I should also like to underline the point made in this
report that agricultural products and materials must
not be subsidized to the extent that they take an exces-
sive share of the world market. It seems to me impor-
.I
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tant that this report also points to shortcomings in our
agricultural policy and its system of open subsidies,
but points out at the same time that other countries
use less clear-cut methods to grant extensive subsidies
and thereby influence the world market.
However, the wodd trading system must also allow
the Third World to develop. If we can gradually help
the developing countries to help themselves, to
process their raw materials into finished and semi-fin-
ished goods and thus market them better, jobs will be
created in these countries too; their purchasing power
will be increased, above all their trade volume will
increase and in world trade terms they will become
importers. !fle in Europe are trying to create, stabilize
and preserve iobs. As Mr Seeler's report shows us,
these iobs depend largely on foreign trade. Only if
living conditions in the Third lUorld improve, if
world trade is extensively liberalized and proceeds
smoothly, and if the Third ITorld is made part of the
world market 
- 
only then can the problems of the
industrialized nations of this world be solved.
The Liberals pay tribute to the work done by Mr
Seeler and endorse his report. My Honourable Friend
Jochen van Aerssen placed great emphasis on the part
played by his party in introducing the social market
economy in Germany and I would just like to add i
propos of this that the Liberals were advocating free
trade and a free market economy even before the
CDU was founded.
Mr G6rard Fuchs (S). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, beyond all doubt the growth we have
enioyed for over twenty years is due in large measure
to the liberalization of world trade. Nevertheless, free
trade should not be considered as a cult and an end in
itself. Particularly at a time of crisis we should of
course assess its advantages, but also its disadvantages,
and take our decisions on the basis of its true effects.
The motion for a resolution contained in Mr Seeler's
report stresses the advantages of free trade. I, for my
part, would like to remind you of some of its draw-
backs and hazards. Firstly, unconditional free trade
between partners of different levels of development
leads in reality, as we well know, to inequality in trade
relations. This is true, for the most part, in trade
between North and South. !flhence the legitimate
desire for trade concessions which may not be reci-
procal, as is the case at present under the Lom6
Convention. lfhence the desire also for a measure of
prudence over trade in services, where the initial
resources of the various world partners are clearly very
unequal at present. But this may also be the case with
trade between our Community and the United States
or Japan, particularly in the areas of advanced tech-
nology where we must, I think, realize that we shall
not make up the ground we have lost unless we intro-
duce a number of temporary but powerful protective
mechanisms.
Secondly, the sometimes brutal creation of a new
worldwide division of labour as a result of unchecked
liberalism may have repercussions which are totally
unacceptable in social terms on life and employment
in certain sectors or whole regions. Here too measures,
even temporary measures, need to be taken.
Thirdly, any system of free trade which was not also
respected by our most powerful partners 
- 
I am
thinking particularly of the United States 
- 
would
very quickly place us in a position of de facto subjug-
tion totally at odds with our objective of greater inde-
pendence for our Community. Faced with a partner
who, as we know 
- 
and have had reason to
remember in the last few days 
- 
often takes consider-
able liberties with the principles he invokes, we ought
to equip ourselves in such a way that we can do battle
on equal terms.
Lastly, on monetary matters, I should like to refer
briefly to what Mr Spencer has said. Presumably I can
only rejoice at what is certainly a aolte face on the
part of Mrs Thatcher and her recent approval of the
proposal for a new Bretton !7oods recently made by
the President of the French Republic.
In conclusion I would say that what we need is not
absurd protectionism, not unchecked liberalism, but ajointly devised system of trade. To this end I have
tabled a number of amendments, and my vote will
depend on whether or not these are approved.
Mr Welsh (ED). 
- 
Madam President, having just
listened to Mr Fuchs' concluding remarks, I feel I
should say to him that one should never try to see
what one wants to see in people's words. One should
actually look and see what they said. I think the gloss
that he put on what Mr Spencer said pays more
tribute to his powers of imagination than to his
powers of interpretation.
I would also like to say how much I personally appre-
ciate the work the rapporteur, Mr Seeler, has done on
this report and particularly his courtesy in accommo-
dating in his final text the views of many of us who
take a particular interest in these matters. It is, if I
may say so, the great virtue of the Committee on
External Economic Relations above all that rappor-
teurs, whatever their political colour, approach these
matters in this very civilized way.
My honourable friend, the Member for Derbyshire,
has spoken for our group on this with his charac-
teristic eloquence and verve, and I would not seek to
add anything to what he has said. I will address myself
simply to the amendment which is in both our names
and which concerns the future of GATT. I would like,
if I may, Madam President, to spend a moment
explaining how I came reluctantly to the conclusion
that if the open trading system is to survive, a rather
more radical approach is needed to its problems than
has yet been displayed.
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I think I finally came to this conclusion when I was
in the United States last month with the delegation to
the United States Congress. In a series of discussions
with our Congressional friends, many of whom are
staunch defenders of the open trading system, it
became clear that they were now committed to a
unilateral interpretation of the provisions of the
GATT agreements which would simply not be accep-
table to many of us over here. My friend,
Congressman Sam Gibbons, said : 'Michael, we are
going to pass legislation this autumn which is going
to outlaw subsidies', That means that the US Congress
itself is planning to pass laws which determine what a
subsidy is. However much I may apProve of the spirit
that leads them to do this, I do not think that as a
European I can accept their right to do so unilaterally'
I am also aware that when Mr Blumenfeld presented
his distinguished report on the Community instru-
ment, some of my very own colleagues in this group
were tempted to move amendments which would, in
facl arrogate to the Community the unlateral power
to make decisions on trade issues. The fact is, Madam
President, that if every country in the world is going
to be permitted to pass domestic legislation which
pus its own gloss and determination on the GATT
code, we are going to get anarchy. Ve are going to
find ugly concepts such as those of bilateralism and
reciprocity creeping in to the oPen trading system. It
is no longer going to be a question of multilateral
discussion of multilateral issues and non-discrimina-
tory treatment. It is going to be a question of each
sovereign State trading off its own particular piece of
domestic legislation against those of the others. That
way lies the destruction of the system that has brought
the greatest degree of prosperity and growth to the
world that we have ever experienced since the end of
the Roman Empire.
I believe that if we are to Preserve the multilateral
trading system, we have to consider seriously
converting the GATT into a binding international
treary. I say that with full awareness of the
consequences and full awareness that the GATT secre-
tariat itself would oppose it. However, it seems to me
that until we have a GATT that is binding and that
has its own independent determination procedures,
which every one of the contracting parties undertake
to respect, then the system of policing international
trade will be imperfect and nation States will be
tempted to take their own unilateral measures'
I do not suggest, and we do not suggest in our amend-
ment, any new departure.'We are suggesting the incor-
poration of the existing articles of the general agree-
ment, along with the codes that have been negotiated
and assented to in subsequent rounds, into a binding
agreement. !7e do not seek to enter into new territory
but merely to consolidate and confirm what is there
already.
I hope that the amendment that Mr Spencer and I
have tabled will at least concentrate people's minds on
this particular problem. I hope that they will ask them-
selves whether the time has not come to admit that
the present system of consensus has failed and that we
need a binding agreement in its place. If we do that
and if, perhaps, the Commission could have the imagi-
nation 1o explore that path, there may yet be hope for
the open trading system which has given such inestim-
able benefits to the world.
Mr Moreland (ED) 
- 
Madam President, my remarks
will concern solely the oral question relating to the
Canadian Liquor Board which has been tabled with
this debate and which has been laid before this House
by a number of Members of our delegation to the
Canadian Parliament.
It is an example of the problem of discrimination
against imports not by a national government, but at a
secondary level of govemment, in this case the Provin-
cial Governments of Canada. Alcohol tariffs are negoti-
ated with the Federal Government of Canada, but
then the Provincial Governments apply what are effec-
tively additional discriminatory taxes on imports,
primarily to protect local versions of wines, beers and
whisky. They operate this by their unique and extraor-
dinary method of selling alcohol through State-
controlled liquor outlets. I am sure that the idea of
State-controlled liquor outlets would make even the
most left-wing Members of this Parliament wince ! I
can give those Members perhaps the further satisfac-
tion that we have the extraordinary situation of State-
controlled liquor sales made by governments which
are nearly all Conservative governments.
ln 1979 an agreement was reached through Pressure
from the European Commission whereby the
Provinces during the multilateral trade negotiations
indicated their intention to phase out the mark-up
differentials between domestic and imported spirits
over a period of eight years and to make no increase
in the discrimination on wine. This was barely satisfac-
tory because the Commission at that time should have
insisted on an end to the discrimination, not iust to
'no further discrimination'.
Nevertheless, this agreement has effectively been
broken. A number of Provinces still discriminate
against imported Scotch, gin and cognac. The Ontario
Government has actually increased its discrimination
against wine. This discrimination is not iust in terms
of the additional mark-up but they impose points of
sale restrictions, sales quotas and they ensure that
many imported wines are sold through a very limited
number of outlets. Recently, ostensibly as a Sreat
concession to the Community. Ontario dropped its
handling charge on imports. However, at the same
time it increased its mark-up on imported wine to
123 o/o as opposed to 45 o/o on their domestic wine.
1
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This was particularly discriminatory, I might say,
against Italian wine imports.
The handling charge concession that I mentioned was
obtained not by the European Commission, but by
pressure from the Reagan Administration on the
Canadian and Ontario Governments on behalf, of
course, of the Californian wine interest. !7hat has the
Commission done over the last few years ? A few
letters of complaint, a few critical words from the
Commission's representative in Canada ; but surely we
have not really been in touch enough on this parti-
cular issue. Indeed, I can tell Parliament that there are
many Canadians who are surprised that Commission
has not been tougher and talk even about retaliating
on our imports of Canadian rye whisky. Even the
Toronto Globe and Mail said recently in the context
of this issue:'It is high time some honest respect was
shown by Ontario and Canada for GATT.' Canada,
after the United States, is our most important market
for alcohol imports. So, my message to the Commis-
sion is, come on, stand up for Europe's wine, beer and
spirit interests and press the Canadian and Provincial
Governments harder.
Sir Fred Catherwood (ED).- Madame President, I
congratulate with others, our rapporteur on this excel-
lent report. I simply want to look at the problems that
we have because of the fact that GAfi is not a treaty,
but an agreement dependent basically on European/
American coooperation. The delegation to the United
States found that protectionist feelings were increasing
strongly thereby putting at risk the whole of this
system on which our prosperity since the war has abso-
lutely depended.
Part of the problem is the overvalued dollar 
- 
over-
valued by about 25 % 
- 
which has produced this
very rapid rise in imports and a trade imbalance in
America which has made them feel extremely vulner-
able and therefore protectionist. That in turn is
because the currencies are now not included in the
negotiations. GATT rounds which take years to negot-
iate and finally come up with 3 o/o cuts are overtaken
by swings in interest and exchange rates which are far
outside the negotiating framework. It is really like
setting an 80 kph limit for Cadillacs and a 200 kph
limit for Hondas and wondering why the Hondas win.
So we in the Committee on External Economic Rela-
tions are considering this whole question of currency
instability so that we can see what the problem is and
try to put it back into the negotiation framework.
The other thing that came out very powerfully in the
delegation's visit to the United States 
- 
and that was
why I was sent with the delegation 
- 
was the ques-
tion of agricultural trade. The United States now feel
extremely vulnerable with regard to their share in
world markets, on which 20 o/o of their exports are
traditionally dependent, and those exports have been
profitable. They are now unprofitable and they are, so
the United States feels under threat. Therefore, the
United States' farm lobby has swung from being
strongly in favour of free trade to a strongly protec-
tionist lobby and so tilted the balance in the United
States against free trade.
So we have put to the United States the proposal
made by this Parliament in July, which is, as Mr
Jtirgens has said, that since there are other countries
that have subsidies quite as big as ours, and the
United States has enormous subsidies that are now
substantially bigger than ours, we should negotiate
these subsidies downwards with the United States so
that they were reduced on both sides. In fact, I was
sent with the delegation to find out whether they
wanted to do this. They have an internal deficit of
200 000 million dollars and an external deficit of
100 000 million dollars 
- 
the biggest deficit that any
country in the world has ever had. Therefore, they
want to reduce that deficit. They only part that is redu-
cible is the farm trade subsidies. So when we saw the
Secretary for the Treasury, he said that they should be
reduced yesterday. SThen we saw the Secretary for
Commerce, he put it in a more reasoned way, but it
was quite clear that it was in the United States'
interest to reduce those subsidies. Even Secretary of
Agriculture Block, when we saw him, said that it was
in their interests to have the subsidies reduced as long
as one of his colleagues had to make the running and
it was not left to him to take the initiative because of
the farm lobby in the United States.
So I now commend to Mr Tugendhat and to Mr
Dalsager, both of whom fortunately are here, the total
solution to the budgetary and agricultural problem
which is to go along with what the Parliament recom-
mended oa 7 July. If we did that and achieved a
mutual forced-reduction treaty with the United States,
we should no longer have a budgetary problem; farm
prices on world markets would rise ; our farmers
would be able to export without subsidy because the
United States would similarly have done away with
their subsidies, and I think that both of those
gentlemen would have a very much easier life. So, I
strongly recommend it to both of them. Moreover, it
will also help their colleague Mr Haferkamp in his
neSotiations.
IN THE CHAIR: MR KLEPSCH
Vice-president
Mr Tugendhst, Vice-President of tbe Cornmission 
-Mr President, I shall seek to cover all those points
before I sit down.
I must begin by saying to Sir Fred Catherwood that he
sketches a very seductive future, though I cannot help
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feeling that some of the people who were questioning
me yesterday about agricultural exports 
- 
I do not
see Mr Maher behind me at the moment 
- 
might
take a slightly different view of the matter, and I am
not quite sure where the majority in Parliament. . .
(Interrulttion of 'lVe haae a majority !)
. . . You have indeed. The trouble is there are some-
times different maiorities on different subjects at
different times. At all events, I must not allow myself
to get sidetracked into these matters.
I address myself at the outset to Mr Seeler as the
rapporteur. The Commission welcomes the opportu-
nity to have a thorough debate on trade policy by the
year following the GATT ministerial meeting and at a
time when the follow-up is about to take shape. I
thank him for raising this matter today.
I would also like to thank the Parliament for its
support of our efforts to reduce protectionist action
and for stressing yet again the vital interest of the
European Community in a properly functioning
world system. I think this is a point which those who
advocate individual measures of protection often over-
look and which one cannot mention too often.
Both the report and the motion for a resolution
contain a wide range of suggestions. These are, I
think, very helpful. They call to mind the very fruitful
exchange of views between the Commission and Parli-
ament during the run-up to the GATT ministerial
meeting.
The report rightly points to the overlapping of trade-
policy issues with problems of agricultural, industrial
and, indeed, development policy to name but a few.
This is bound to be reflected in the GATT. It is
realistic, I think, to assume that not all we would wish
from a trade-policy point of view can be achieved
politically in the light of these other considerations. I
have to warn, therefore that it is perhaps unwise to
raise undue expectations at this stage, as, we feel, has
been done, in for instance, paragraphs 5, 18 and 20 of
the draft resolution.
Paragraph 5 categorically states that'new tariff barriers
should not be allowed'. It is obviously right that such
measures should be restricted as far as possible. On
the other hand, the report correctly points at legiti-
mate considerations of social, economic or structural
policy which- must also be taken into account. Para-
graph 17, for instance, is an example of that. Likewise,
with regard to the systematic elimination of existing
trade barriers, much would have been achieved if
existing rules were properly applied. Moreover, GATT
is foreseeing restrictions only in exceptional cases
such as, for instance, anti-dumping procedures.
Paragraph l8 considers export subsidies as incompat-
ible with GATT rules. The Commission would point
out, however, that GATT provides precise rules in this
respect. Insofar as these are properly applied 
- 
for
instance, in the agricultural sector 
- 
export subsidies
are in conformity with GATT.
Paragraph 20 urges a liberalization plan for world
trade. This can, I think, only be a long-term objective.
As an important step in this direction, the Commis-
sion, as I think the House probably knows has
proposed an acceleration of tariff cuts . agreed upon
within the Tokyo Round when the extent of
economic recovery allows it.
!flithout wanting to refer to all the issues raised, I
would not wish to end this section of my speech
without mentioning a few points on services covered
in paragraph 10 and dispute-settling procedures in
paragraph ll.
Like Parliament, the Commission attaches great
importance to including services within GATT. Prepa-
rations within GATT heve to be pursued vigorously in
this respect. Studies within the Commission 
- 
and
we have had an inter-service group for this purpose 
-have made clear, however, that at least some provi-
sions of GATT in its present shape cannot as such be
applied to the services sector. More work will be
required. As far as the dispute-settling procedures are
concerned, the existing rules do seem to be sufficient
for the Commission.
!7e will certainly examine the many suggestions
contained in this report and take due account of them
in the context of action following on the GATT minis-
terial conference of last year. But there is a point
which we do feel very uneasy about and which I feel I
have to mention specifically, although it grieves me to
disagree with Mr Michael !7elsh, and that is Amend-
ment No 15, tabled in his and Mr Spencer's name.
The essential point that I want to make to Mr ITelsh
is that the GATT is based on consensus and his
amendments, as I am sure he fully realizes and indeed
I am sure it was in fact his intention, transform the
GATT into a supra-national institution.
Now the GATT has been going for some time.
Perhaps it is not a very happy omen that it began in
Havana. I do not know. But we can think of cigars as
well as other good things that have come out of that
city. It has been going for a very long time and I
really do not think that it is a good idea to seek
dramatic change of this sort. I do not think it would
be acceptable, either within the Community or among
our trading partners, and I do not think that it would
necessarily best serve the aims that Mr !7elsh has. So,
it is not with Mr !7elsh's aims in his approach to
world trade that I disagree 
- 
far from it 
- 
but I do
think that the means that he suggests here are not
conducive to achieving those ends.
Mr President, as you said, we are also taking a couple
of oral questions. In particular, I should like to start
with the one by Mr Moreland on the Canadian Provin-
cial Liquor Board practices. It is correct than the US
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Administration, as well as the Community, have exer-
cised strong pressure on the Ontario Government to
remove the handling charge on imported wine on the
grounds that this handling charge was introduced after
the Canadian provinces had committed themselves in
1977 not to increase discrimination on imported
wines. The handling charge was indeed removed with
effect from l5 August 1983 for all wines and the same
time the mark-up was re-established at the level
applied before the introduction of the handling
charge. A minimum price system is imposed on all
wines 
- 
$tA.6O for a 12 litre case and $t:.SS f.or a 9
litre case at the wholesale level. The Commission has
made a formal approach to the Canadian authorities
stating that the combined effect of the minimum
price introduced by Ontario and the discriminatory
mark-ups does seriously worsen the competitive posi-
tion of imported wines in the price range of up to 6
Canadian dollars a bottle. The Ontario action is there-
fore contrary to the Provincial Statement of Intentions
given in the multilateral trade negotiations.
The Canadian tariff for wine is bound in the GATT. A
withdrawal of concessions is therefore subiect to
GATT procedures. The Canadian authorities are
consequently being urged to proceed to a notification
to GATT according to the established procedures. The
Provincial Statement of Intentions of 1979 provides
for an eight-year transitory period for the removal of
discriminatory measures. A mid-term evaluation of
the situation shows that while a certain number of
discriminatory measures were removed a range of
discriminatory practices continue to exist. The
Community has repeatedly taken up these issues and
is pressing Canada to establish a programme of elimi-
nation of discriminatory measures so as to make sure
that the statement is fully implemented after the eight
years. The Liquor Board definitely constitutes a consid-
erable obstacle regarding access for foreign alcoholic
beverages to the Canadian market. The Commission
therefore does not preclude recourse to any measure
compatible with its international obligations. That is
our reply to Mr Moreland.
I said also that I would seek to reply to the question
raised by Mr Piquet and a number of other Members
concerning the American measures on special steels.
The Commission considers the recent unilateral
United States measures on special steels to be contrary
to the GATT, to the 1970 OECD consensus and to
the spirit of Williamsburg 
- 
in other words a fairly
comprehensive denunciation. Those measures
undermine the credibility of the American administra-
tion's pledges to check protectionism. The Commis-
sion has accordingly, with Council's approval,
requested consultations with the American administra-
tion under Article 19 of the GATT. A first round of
consultations took place in Geneva on 28 July at
which the Commission representatives formally
claimed compensation from the United States authori-
ties and submitted a list of the products on which the
Community was seeking compensation. The
American side was informed that the Community
reserved all rights under GAfi should satisfactory
compensation not be offered. Since then there have
been further consultations with the United States
under Article 19.
As a satisfactory outcome could not be reached within
the 90 days prescribed in GATT, the deadline was
extended to the end of November 1983. So far the
United States has offered compensation in respect
only of the Communiry special steels products liable
to increase duties. This the Community did not
consider to be a sufficient offer.
The United States has not yet proposed any compensa-
tion in respect of the quota products. The Commis-
sion's departments, backed by the Council, will leave
no stone unturned to get the problem of compensa-
tion resolved by the end of November. If a satisfactory
arrangement is not arrived at by then, the Community
cannot rule out the possibility of retaliatory action
pursuant to the GATT rules.
I have spoken for some time. I have tried to answer
Mr Seeler in a way that I hope he finds satisfactory. I
felt it right to make clear at this stage our doubts
about Mr !7elsh's proposition, and I hope that I have
provided a full enough reply to Mr Moreland and to
Mr Piquet.
Mr Dalsager, frIember of tbe Commission (DA) 
-Mr President, this debate includes two oral questions
which I should like to try to answer.
Firstln the question from Mrs Le Roux and others.
Here I must say, first and forem6st, that the Commis-
sion cannot accept the claim that it has made unilat-
eral concessions to the United States, firstly by the
exchange of letters concerning wine, which took place
on 26 Jrlly 1983, and secondly by limiting to a certain
quantity the export of wheat in the harvest year 1982-
1983. It was decided to endorse the exchange of
letters concerning wine because, in the Commission's
view, this is in the interests of the Community, and in
particular in the interests of the Community's wine
producers, for whom the United States constitute by
far the most important export market.
The Commission did not take the decision to limit
the export of wheat in the harvest year 1982-1983 in
order to placate the United States ; it did so taking
due account of the situation on the international
wheat market, where business was declining, and with
due regard to the current GATT regulations.
It is the Commission's intention always to comply
with the GATT regulations, even if another
contracting party infringes these rules, since the
GATT regulations also include rules and procedures
for settling disputes. The Commission has taken the
following actions under these rules and procedures : it
has requested that a GATT panel should be drawn up
to examine American wheat sales. \7ith regard to the
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sale of American dairy produce, the Commission
immediately submitted the case to the International
Dairy Federation. The great majority of the members
of this Federation share the Community's concern
about the negative effect of these sales on the world
market. As a result of the Federation's rules on
unanimity, however, a resolution put forward by the
Community could not be adopted bectuse of opposi-
tion from the United States and from Egypt. The
Commission will now institute the GATT procedure
for settling disagreements.
!flith regard to the next oral question from Mrs
Poirier and others, I should like to say that" particu-
larly in the case of wine, the Commission cannot
accept the claim that it 'held up to ridicule its own
rules on wine-making by authorizing the importation
of wines'manufactured' in complete disregard to the
Community's quality standards !
The exchange of letters referred to by the Members is
based on a compromise resulting from conclusions
reached in consultations between the United States
and the Commission since 1976 on technical and
legal problems in the wine sector. The letters which
were the outcome of these consultations were
discussed in detail earlier with the Member States,
which approved them under general EC procedures.
In these 'letters, agreement was reached on the
harmonization of the United States' and the Commu-
nity's regulations on oenological procedures. The
Community regulations apply both to wine produced
within the Communiry and to imported wine. \7ith
respect to the limited number of American practices
for which no solution has yet been found, special
arrangements will be introduced to ensure that the
consumers continue to be protected and fair competi-
tion prevails.
The background for the discussions was the imbalance
in trade and the increasing success o[ the European
Community's wine. In l98ll82 the United States
imported, for example, 4 020 97 5 hl of wine from the
Community and exported 75303 hl to the Commu-
nity. As an illustration of what was happening, allow
me to draw your attention to the threat to imports
from the Community represented by a recent initia-
tive before Congress in !flashington to introduce a
!7ine Equity Act, 1983. This document, which was
supported by hundreds of sponsors, calls for all non-
customs barriers to the import of wine into third coun-
tries, particularly Europe, to be abolished within six
months. If this demand is not complied with, the Pres-
ident of the USA according to the proposal, will be
asked to introduce retaliatory measures to limit
imports of wine.
I think I can safely say that the exchange of letters
now makes it unlikely that this !fline Equity Act will
be passed. It cannot be denied that the American
market is the most important market for the sale of
Community wine outside the Community; easy
access to this market is of vital importance for the
Community's wine producers, and it is in this light
Mr President, that I ask you to see the exchange of
letters between the Arnerican government and the
Commission on the wine question.
President. 
- 
The debate is closed. The motion for a
resolution will be put to the vote at the next voting
time.
3. Cambodia
President. 
- 
The next item is the report (Doc.
l-802183), drawn up by Mr Romualdi on behalf of the
Political Affairs Committee, on the situation in
Cambodia.
Mr Enright (S). 
- 
Mr President, I would like to ask
for referral of this report back to the committee, not
because I happen to disagree with what is being said
about Vietnam occupying Cambodia 
- 
whether it is
the United States occupying Grenada or Vietnam occu-
pying Kampuchea, it makes no difference : foreign
powers should not be occupying other countries 
-but because there are absolutely no development
aspects in this resolution apart from a slight reference
in paragraph 6. This goes completely contrary to the
two resolutions by the Group of European Progressive
Democrats which are included in the report and very
sensible and sensitive resolutions they are. It similarly
goes contrary to the letter from Mr Poniatowski, the
chairman of the Committee on Development and
Cooperation. It would be very sad if this Parliament
started politicizing aid. $7e are, in fact, in a situation
in the Community where our aid is about develop-
ment and not about politics first and foremost.
I would ask the House to accept that this report
should go back to the Political Affairs Committee for
a further in-depth coverage. It cannot be corrected by
amendments tabled on the spur of the moment. It
should be looked at in depth.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
Mr Enright has asked for the report to
be referred back to committee in accordance with
Rule 85 (l). !7ho wishes to speak against ?
Mr Habsburg (PPE). 
- 
(DE) Mr President, Mr
Enright's request is totally misplaced since the whole
matter has been thoroughly discussed in the Political
Affairs Committee. This led to the report being
amended to bring it into line with what is currently
needed. Here Parliament is making a very important
statement of principle, and I regret that Mr Enright
has made himself the advocate of an extremely bad
cause. All he has really done is to speak for the cons-
piracy of those who want at all costs slowly to
undermine the European Community's attitude
rI
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towards the occupation of Cambodia in the interest of
large capitalist groups such as Interagra in France.
You are probably not aware of it, Mr Enright, but we
have looked into the matter very carefully, and in view
of its importance I would ask that we discuss it today.
(Applause 
- 
Parliament rejected tbe request for
referral bach to committee)
Mr Romueldi (ND, rdpporteur. 
- 
(IT) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, this Parliament has tackled the
dramatic upheaval in Cambodia on numerous occa-
sions, and it was certainly not along the lines outlined
iust now by Mr Enright but in order to reveal to the
world the atrocities and the implicit need for an
increasingly committed humanitarian response. And
the question is not one of development, Mr Enright,
since there is precious little that can be developed
there at the moment. The question is rather how to
help the people who are suffering and then to try to
get a clear picture 
- 
this was essential 
- 
of what is
involved in this conflict and what is behind it all. This
is a conflict which is fueled and led by the savage pres-
ence of the political and strategic interests of two
imperialists powers, the Soviet Union and China, for
whom Cambodia like other territories is iust a battle-
ground on which millions of human beings have lost,
if not their lives, at least their freedom, their indepen-
dence, their homes and any respect for their human
rights. They are sunk in the depths of despair and
disease, suffering and hunger, and we have first-hand
reports of this from the mission which Mr Cohen, Mrs
Agnelli and Mrs Macciocchi 
- 
I think I have the
names right 
- 
were sent in among these poor people
some time ago.
!7e have to admit that in spite of thirteen years of war
and suffering the desire for freedom and indepen-
dence is still alive in Cambodia. Ten years of occupa-
tion by Vietnamese troops and the awful Samrin
r6gime have not managed to crush the desire for rebel-
lion which has spread and has led to a national libera-
tion front of the Khmer people under a tripartite coali-
tion which is internationally recognized and which
has brought together the Communist guerillas of Pol
Pot, the forces loyal to Prince Sihanouk and the
Khmer Serei of the former prime minister, Son-San.
Large areas of Cambodia are already under their
control and every day thousands and thousands of refu-
Sees are moving into these areas in a desperate search
for protection and more tolerable conditions.
Apart from any other consideration and apart from
arry legitimate resewation, especially with regard to
the inclusion in the tripartite coalition of the pro-Chi-
nese and Communist forces of Pol Pot, this Parlia-
ment has to give its backing to this political and mili-
tary front if we want to show again that we are ready
to work for the freedom and independence of
Cambodia as of any other oppressed nation.
First of all, we have to echo the repeated calls by the
United Nations, the EEC-ASEAN meeting and other
international bodies for the withdrawal from the
country of all occupation troops. Secondly, once the
Vietnamese troops have gone, UN forces should be
there to ensure that the Cambodian people can elect a
democratic padiament and choose their own govern-
ment representing the whole nation and capable of
proclaiming and guaranteeing the neutrality of the
country, which is precisely what the people want and
which ultimately is perhaps in the interest of the
superpowers who are controlling things there at the
moment, since it is likely that they too would be
happy to see a more stable and less troublesome
balance of power in this large and tortured corner of
the world. Thirdly, and this is the most urgent, we
have to ask for aid to be increased and in particular to
be more carefully selected 
- 
I say this for Mr
Enright's benefit 
- 
and more carefully distributed, so
that the aid reaches the people of Cambodia and no!
as is often the case, the occupation troops or even the
government over the border in Vietnam.
From the brief outline I have given, ladies and
gentlemen, it is clear that we have a part to play in
the success of the action undertaken by the national
liberation front of the Khmer people. At the same
time we have to try to ensure that the Pol Pot clique
does not get the upper hand in the coalition, since of
course we cannot forget their earlier crimes. Ve have
to do all we can to strengthen the position of the two
moderate factions in the coalition. In response to the
comments of some Members 
- 
whom I should like
to take this opportunity of thanking 
- 
this is what
we are trying to do in the way we have worded para-
graph 6 of the motion, with special reference to the
aid programme.
In conclusion, Mr Presiden! let me say that while I
realise, alas, that this motion cannot by itself solve the
terrible plight of Cambodia and its poor people,
nonetheless it can help alleviate their suffering and
offer a glimmer of hope to those who have taken up
the brave struggle for the freedom and independence
of their country.
(Applause from tbe right and centre)
Mr Enright (S) 
- 
Mr Presiden! yesterday indeed we
told the old lie dulce et decorum est pro patia tnori
and we decided that we would sell arms to the world,
that we would promote death. Today we are showing
an equal lack of concern for people who are dlng of
hunger, who are not guilty of bringing Vietnamese
into their country but who, nevertheless, die because
of our actions and our failure to analyse correctly the
situation in that country.
No one, least of all myself, would try in any way
whatsoever to justify the Vietnamese occupation of
Cambodia. It is unjustifiable. Likewise, I would not try
to iustify the regime in Chile. That is unjustifiable.
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Likewise, I would not attempt to justify the regime
that exists in Ethiopia 
- 
that is unjustifiable. !7e
could go on with a whole catalogue of places where it
is impossible politically to justify the cruel and savage
regimes that exist. But in all these places we are able,
as a Community 
- 
and it is one of our strengths 
-to get food aid and medical aid to the people who
require it. That is why I was so very pleased to see
both these resolutions contained here originally, one
of them signed by Mr von Habsburg himself and he
was right so to do. The tenor and content of those
resolutions is fine, but it has not been carried through
into this report.
Forget about the motion for a resolution for a
moment and just read the report itself. There is no
hint as to what development is about. There is no
reflection of Mr Poniatowski's letter to the Political
Affairs Committee, and not even I would accuse Mr
Poniatowski of being a left wing upholder of crooked
regimes of one sort or another. Certainly his letter sets
out extremely well what the Committee on Develop-
ment and Cooperation has been saying.
As it is, what is our practical aid at the moment to
Kampuchea ? Certainly we are giving food aid to the
refugee camps on the border. In effect, one can argue
and indeed it is argued, is that the people that we are
giving aid to are the Khmer Rouge and Pol Pot. Are
we really saying that we want Pol Pot once more to
take control of Kampuchea ? There is no mention of
the possibility of that in this report. That, I think, is a
great shame and a tragedy.
S7hat we should be about is seeing how we can bring
assistance to these people who are suffering and dying
at the moment 
- 
the ordinary people, not the people
who are playing politics in any way whatsoever. It is
poor peasants who are starving whom we can help
because UNICEF has a programme there. I7e heard
in the Committee on Development and Cooperation
last week from the UNDP that they, in fact, can go in,
that they can assist. Therefore, through other organiza-
tions, through Cafod, through Oxfam we can make
sure that the people who are now suffering and dying
in their thousands are assisted. It just needs a little
imagination on our part. It needs a little Christianity
in our hearts instead of our iust looking at cardboard
figures and erecting cardboard political theories.
Mr Habsburg (PPE). 
- 
(DE) Mr President, I should
like first of all to express warm thanks to Mr Romu-
aldi for his excellent, fair and balanced report. At the
same time I find it regrettable that the previous
speaker has put forward arguments which are really
just sentimental and unrealistic, on a matter which
ought to be discussed realistically. For it is simply not
true that assistance can be given to the people of
Cambodia via the present regime. Time and again it
has been proved that this can only be done through
the correct channels, and not through channels which
use the food we send as far as possible to feed the Viet-
namese occupation forces and their puppets of the
Heng Samrin regime.
!7hat are we really after in Cambodia ? !7e want
peace and freedom for its people, we want to see the
survival of a natibn to which we owe a considerable
debt, for anyone who has been to Cambodia 
- 
and I
have been several times 
- 
knows how much this
nation has done for us. Of course this nation currently
finds itself in an extremely dangerous situation, as Mr
Enright quite rightly said. But we must be quite clear
on one thing. It is these people we wish to help, and
not those who are currently wiping them out ! I will
make just one point: this Cambodia was a beautiful,
peace loving country. But it took a step towards which
certain circles are now trying to push us: it declared
itself neutral and renounced its arms. You know very
well what happened as a result. It was occupied first
by one side and then by the other, and there have
certainly been more deaths than if the Cambodians
had looked after their security themselves.
The Soviet Union now clearly backs the Heng Samrin
regime, just as it supports the Vietnamese regime. Mr
Enright says there is a danger that we may be helping
Pol Pot. The aim of this report is precisely to ensure
that this help is given to the democratic forces in
Cambodia, which are led by the former prime
minister Son San, the truly credible democrat in
Cambodia today. All other assistance will only benefit
those who are oppressing and wiping out the Cambo-
dian people. I will thus close by asking that this
report be accepted in its present form, for it provides
the right guidelines for the help we wish to give.
(Applause from tbe centre)
Mr Prag (ED).- Mr President, I find it very difficult
to understand Mr Enright's argument. My group
believes that it is right that this Parliament should not
merely condemn Vietnamese aggession in Cambodia,
as the Romualdi report rightly does, but should also
offer positive if modest help to those Cambodians
who have been forced to flee their homes and their
country and now struggle for its freedom. That does
not in any way exclude aid under proper control to
the people of Cambodia who remain oppressed and
miserable in their native land.
Cambodia has been held down since 1970 by a Vietna-
mese army of occupation. Since 1979 that regime has
taken the form of a puppet government, that of Heng
Samrin. But the key element remains a Vietnamese
army of occupation which, even today, still comprises
between 150000 and 180000 troops. Cambodia is
subject to cultural and economic aggression by an
alien people of alien language. Hundreds of thousands
of its people have fled from tyranny and persecution
to Thailand, causing a huge refugee problem. The Vier
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namese are rapidly colonizing their country, and esti-
mates of the number of ethnic , Vietnamese settled
there range from 300 000 to 700 000. As in Laos, the
settlers take over the best rice-growing land and the
bulk of the rice produced on it goes to Vietnam.
The five member states of ASEAN are in no doubt as
to where their interest lies. It lies in making sure that
they are not subject to the,same kind of aggression
that Cambodia has been subiected to and Laos too,
and in making sure that Vietnam does not take over
Cambodia's seat in the UN through rts puppet, Heng
Simrin. We should re3pect their views and help them.
My group welcorhes N,{r Romualdi's report. I7e would
welcome financial aid by the Community to the free
Khmers, the Khmer. Serei of ex Prime Minister Son
San and Prince Sihanouk's organization. Obviously,
we would not wish that aid to find its way to the
Khmer Rouge. Both Son San and Prince Sihanouk
ruled Cambodia well. They gave it tolerant and civi-
lized government. How the people of Cambodia, after
the unspeakable horiors of one Communist regime 
-that of Pol Pot backed by the China of Mao Tse Tung
: and a second Commirnist regime 
- 
that of Viet-
nam's puppet Heng Samrin 
- 
must look back on the
rule of Sihanouk'and Sop Sen as a golden age of pros-
perity and freedom !:!7e should support them, if only
modestly, with fbod and medical supplies in their
struggle for free eleCtions and for independence and
democracy in their own country.
(Applause)
Mr D'Angelosente (EOfvf). 
- 
(IT) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen,' there is semething old and
there is something new in this third report on
Cambodia which has been subrhitted to the European
Parliament. The old story 
- 
afid one which although
we have heard it ,before is not true, or at least not
proven 
- 
is the claim tha( some of the aid for this
unhappy country goes to Vietnam and that another
part of it goes t0 the Vietna{npse groops who are
stationed in Cambodia. However, in the reliable press
- 
let me quote Ie Monde Diplomatique 
- 
corres-
pondents on the spot consider th4t aid from Vietnam
and its allies accounts for far more than aid from else-
where.
Be :hat as it may, thb Cofnmuniry's attitude on aid to
countries in need is politically wrong and morally
questionable since.the granting of buch aid is coloured
by political considerations, which is quite different
from the way other orga4izations operate internation-
ally. And there is worse, since there is a proposal in
the report before us that food and medical aid should
be channelled thrbugh the Khmer Serei. But this is an
extreme rightwing organization uidei the leadership
of Son San, an ex-Quisling of the puppet government
which was installed by the Americans when they were
there, and it is an organization which now controls
almost nothing and therefore cannot give anything to
anyone. Giving aid to the Khmer Serei would simply
mean donating money to Son San. He may be a friend
of Mr Habsburg but that is his only claim to Commu-
nity money.
The new element in the repor! ladies and gentlemen,
is the claim that the guerilla forces of Pol Pot and
Hang Sari are now having tg oppose the government
in power led by Heng Samrin, dbeit with the support
of Vietnamese troops- This means that ihe Cambodian
nation is rising again and that 
.lts people, who have
been the victims of terrible and horrendpus massacres,
are again beginning to have faith in the future. Chil-
dren of twelve were being sent to the labour camps
before but now the schools are opening for them
again.
But there are some people 
- 
and I think this
includes most of the members of. the Political Affain
Committee 
- 
who believe that Cambodia should be
handed back to Pol Pot and his bloodthirsty
henchmen. Even the rappgrteur is aware of the
Khmer Rouge's dominant position within the tripar-
tite coalition in Kuala Lumpgr. Most of the
committee members believe that this balance of
power, which is based on military strength, can be
changed if the material aid which is denied at the
moment is forthcoming, if there is access to the
media in Europe and if we provide a few other nice
touches. But I wonder if the members really believe
all this.
The committee also believes that inside Combodia
today there are fixed military camps of the Khmer
Rouge which occupy clearly $efined areas and which
need to be delimited and sqbilized. It is quite clear
that people believe what they want to believe, Mr Pres-
ident. They appear here and there at different times in
the country 
- 
which has always been the pattern 
-but there is nothing that can be delimited or stabi-
lized.
The situation is different along the border with Thai-
land where the support of the Thai army and the
recruitment, sometimes enforced, from the nearby
refugee camps can create different circumstances. It
would in fact be a good idea to deploy UN troops
along the border.
There is one other new thing: the proposed elections
are supposed to take place under thd supervision of an
international body acceptable to everyone and not
under the supervision of the Unitpd lJations. What
does this mean, and who is everyone ? Who does not
like the United Nations ? The military intervention in
Cambodia must be condemned but we must not
forget the genocide that was being carrfed out at the
time. Ve have to do our utfnost to hplp Cambodia
regain its independence and freedom, but this means
freeing it forever from the monsters whci tore it apart.
(Applause from tbe left)
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Mr Isra€l (DEP). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the situation in Cambodia before the Viet-
namese went in was a truly dramatric one. Mr D'Ange-
losante spoke of genocide ; I would call it self-destruc-
tion. The Cambodian people were destroying them-
selves little by little under the rod of a terrible
dictator, Pol Pot ...
Mr D'Angelosante (COM). 
- 
(IT) Yes, your friend
Pol Pot !
Mr Isra€l (DEP). 
- 
(FR) Vho said that, who made
that silly remark ? 'My friend Pol Pot', indeed ! Really
Sir, how little you know me, I cannot credit it !
IThen the Vietnamese arrived, the situation changed.
But unfortunately it gave way to a new dictatorship,
based on what I might call 'ordinary' communism,
compulsory reeducation, the 'moral order', the exploi-
tation of a people, the Cambodian people, based effec-
tively on their political and cultural alienation.
We thus call for the withdrawal of Vietnamese troops
from Cambodia and Laos. !7e are defending a posi-
tion of principle, and in this we support Mr
Romualdi's report.
But Mr Romualdi does not want this report to mean
the return of the Khmer Rouge. Here lies the nub of
the problem. rU7hat happens once the Vietnamese
have withdrawn ? Once again, with all due deference
to some people, some of those sitting opposite, it is
those who have a true national conception of their
country who must be consulted.
My group, I will not deny it, sympathizes with the
movement of Mr Son San, and my group fears like the
plague efforts to ally the neo-Khmer Rouge with repre-
sentatives of a wavering prince who does net know
exactly what he wants.
So, Mr President, how can the Community take action
in a situation like this ? Moral support by the Commu-
nity for Mr Son San would clearly be an important
political gesture, but all the other considerations
remain.
And here, Mr President, you must pardon my surprise
at the efforts of my honourable friend Mr Enright to
have this debate postponed. This debate is a matter of
urgency. All the more so as Mr Enright is the author
of an excellent report of the Committee on Develop-
ment and Cooperation concerning the thinking which
the Community ought to espouse on human rights. In
his report, Mr Enright adopted a position of active
intervention, for which I thank him. The Community
must not stand idly by in circumstances like those
obtaining in Cambodia.
Since I have started taking issue with a colleague from
the British Labour Party, I shall continue by drawing
Parliament's attention to a question put to the Presi-
dent of this House by Mr Alfred fe665 
- 
for whom
I have the gfeatest respect.
Mr Lomas 
- 
I would ask you for one minute more,
Mr President to be deducted from subsequent
speaking time 
- 
asked Parliament why the report on
human rights, which I had the honour of introducing
in Parliament contained so many inaccuracies, and he
stressed that a number of countries had complained,
notably Romania, Ethiopia and Malta. In short, Mr
Lomas informed us that in our report on human
rights we had exaggerated, wounding countries for
which he seems to feel a measure of sympathy.
In the light of this, Mr President, the report on
Vietnam is particularly important. Even though it is
rather theoretical in nature it should be put to the
vote quickly, for the withdrawal of Vietnamese troops
will not necessarily mean a return to peace. But we
should at all costs make known our political will to
see this region of the world restored to a situation
which is worthy of our conception of democracy.
(Applause frorn tbe rigbt and tbe centre)
Mr Petronio (NI) 
- 
(IT) Mr President, in common
with the other speakers I also feel that it is right to
discuss Mr Romualdi's report on Cambodia here and
now and not to refer it back to committee. That
would be pointless. The actual facts of the matter have
been outlined by the rapporteur and by the other
Members who have just spoken.
But I think it might be a good idea to offer a brief
comment on what Mr Enright said. rurhen he was
suggesting the report be sent back to committee he
spoke about Christianity and cardboard political
theories. \7ell, if you ask me, we can leave fancy
theories to the likes of Toulouse-Lautrec and his painr
ings and leave Christianity to the saints. This is a polit-
ical assembly here with a political role and we cannot
have people talking in such plaintive tones about cold
figures and political theories. Figures and theories are
never cold when they are fueled by political feeling.
Ours is a highly political assembly and we cannot
ignore the fact that in Cambodia there is a climate of
violence in which genocide is practically being carried
out. !7e cannot ignore the fact that aid is being
diverted, perhaps with some economic connivance,
towards the victors and oppressors rather than
reaching the people who are suffering and being
crushed.
It is for this reason that I personally 
- 
and I think
Mr Romualdi will agree 
- 
wish to thank Mr Isradl,
Mr Habsburg and tho others who spoke in favour of
this urgent report. \fe have often concerned ourselves
about events in far-off places. Cambodia is far-off too
but geography has nothing to do with the humani-
tarian feelings which run right through Mr Romualdi's
report which 
- 
I might add 
- 
was approved by
Parliament's Political Affairs Committee. I am
speaking in particular about the withdrawal of the
;l
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occupying troops, the possibility of free elections
under international supervision and aid for the
purchase of food and medicines to be distributed by
the moderate factions which can ensure their best use.
I am wholly in favour of the report by Mr Romualdi.
Mr Dalsager, /Vember of tbe Commission. 
- 
(DA)
Mr President, the Commission naturally shares the
views expressed about Cambodia's independence and
the sufferings inflicted on the people of that country.
The Commission believes, as is expressed in the joint
EEC-Asean ministerial declarations, that the
setting-up of a tripartite coalition in a democratic
Kampuchea is an important step towards an overall
political solution in Cambodia. The Commission
remains convinced that the United Nations' resolu-
tions on Cambodia, especially the points concerning
the withdrawal of the Vietnamese troops and the
organization of free elections, are the basis for a
lasting solution to the crisis. As regards paragraph 5 of
the motion, the Commission draws attention to the
fact that the Community has granted large amounts of
aid to the distressed victims in Cambodia. I should
like to point out that the Community and its
Members States have been the largest contributors
during this country's crisis with appropriations
totalling 187 million dollars between 1979 and 1981.
This aid has been given not only to refugees in Thai-
land and in the border areas of Cambodia, but also to
refugees within the country.
Aid is still being granted, though in a more limited
form, since the food situation has improved in
Cambodia. In 1983 the Community decided to grant
food aid totalling 4.4 million ECU. This aid has
always been given in the form of provisions and distri-
buted through international aid organizations which
make sure that the help given reaches the proper
recipients.
President. 
- 
The debate is closed. The motion for a
resolution will be put to the vote at the next voting
time.
4. Persons missing in Argentina
President. 
- 
The next item is the report (Doc.
l-902183), drawn up by Mr Cariglia on behalf of the
Political Affairs Committee, on the persons missing in
Argentina.
Mr Cariglia (Sl, rapporteur. 
- 
(IT) Mr Presidenr,
ladies and gentlemen, it has taken some time for the
report I was asked to draw up to be considered here
but I could add that it is now being considered just in
time for 30 October, the date on which the people of
Argentina are being asked to elect their new constitu-
tional representatives in parliament and the govern-
ment.
The delay was caused by the numerous difficulties
from many sources which hampered my visiting
Argentina. In the end I went under the cover 
- 
if I
may express it that way 
- 
of a parliamentary delega-
tion. I might add, too, that in spite of all the promises
to the contrary the Argentine Government lost no
time in threatening to expel our delegation.
I had no problem in meeting the leaders of all the
parties, large and small, which exist in Argentina, the
candidates for the forthcoming presidential election,
journalists, trade union leaders, youth organizations
and all the groups for the respect of human rights,
foremost among whom are the mothers and grand-
mothers of the Plaza de Mayo, those outstanding
figures of noble patriotism with their incomparable
stamp of civil and human courage. I am convinced
that without them no one in Argentina would have
realized how much human dignity, as well as human
rights, had been infringed and violated.
In the explanatory statement which accompanies the
motion for a resolution I have tried to stick to the
facts and assessments which come from bodies
endowed with a great deal of moral and political
authority. In particular, I should like to mention as
sources the religious authorities in Argentina and the
Organization of American States. None of these
bodies has any reason to manipulate the facts and
therefore, to my mind, they can be considered gener-
ally reliable.
The fundamental fact which emerges from our
analysis of the situation in Argentina is the number of
people who are supposed to have disappeared.
Depending on the sources, it is a number which fluc-
tuates between a minimum of 4 000 and a maximum
of 30 000 desaparecidos. However, I think we should
keep to the sources whose reliability and credibility
have, as it were, the highest rating. For this reason I
have taken the figures supplied by the Committee for
the Defence of Human Rights in Latin America,
which has published a report endorsed by Cardinal
Arns of Sao Paolo. This report names 7 291 people
who have disappeared. It goes without saying, of
course, that in all the contacts I have had with polit-
ical and religious leaders a very cautious estimate
would double this figure. But the fact is that the list
we have contains 7 291 names.
The social background of those who have disappeared
is another factor which in my view should not be
ignored. Most of them come from the middle classes,
with a large proportion among intellectuals. The vast
maiority of. the desaparecidos are between 20 and 30
years old. This will have an extremely adverse effect
on the future of Argentina, especially when we
remember the number of other people 
- 
scientists,
technicians, or at any rate people with specialist skills
- 
who left the country during the years of terror.
The facts are serious and the blame is also a serious
matter and it cannot be swept aside by the amnesty
law which the military government proclaimed as part
of national reconciliation. In connection with this, let
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me say that all the leaders of political parties I talked
to and the Catholic members of the Paz y Justicia
committee were unanimous in their pledge to repeal
this amnesty law as soon as there is a democratic
government, since according to them it is a law which
is a moral indictment of those who proclaimed it.
I should also like to point out to the House that no
national reconciliation will be feasible in Argentina
unless the fate of the desaparecidos is investigated.
The tragedy of these people is to be found especially
in their families and with their relatives, who are
waiting to have the bodies of their loved ones and, in
some cases, to know what happened to the babies of
the pregnant women who were arrested, taken away
and never seen again.
One of the results of the forthcoming elections on 30
October will be that the Community will once again
be able to talk to Argentina. There is no doubt that
this will be in the optic of a long tradition of
economic, political and cultural collaboration with
Europe. This was the wish of all the parties in Argen-
tina at the moment with whom I was able to talk. I
am sure I am speaking for this House if I say that
wanting to know what happened to the desaparecidos
does not mean undermining the rightful desire of the
people of Argentina for reconciliation but means
aspiring for an act of iustice.
This, in my view, should be the message which the
European Parliament sends to the people of Argentina
and to those who will be elected on 30 October, as a
sign of a renewed and sincere friendship which will
serve to wipe out the bad memories of the recent past.
(Applause)
Mrs Pery (S).- (FR)Mr President, 10000 people
dead, perhaps 30 000 missing, mostly young people
between 20 and 30 but also children, 400 000 people
exiled. Figures like these, in the last analysis, no
longer mean anything to us in concrete terms. The
discovery at the end of 1982 of dozens of cemeteries
containing hundreds of corpses cannot but move us to
horror and outrage. Those missing include Italian,
Spanish, French and Swedish nationals. Their respec-
tive governments have instituted enquiries, but these
enquiries need to be intensified.
The many human rights bodies in Argentina
including the mothers of the Plaza de Mayo, have the
backing of the European Parliament in their demands
to be told the truth, irrespective of the amnesty law
adopted by the junta on its own behalf.
It would be too easy to place oneself beyond the reach
of iustice by a law which precludes any possibility of
legal proceedingB in respect of 'excesses committed
during the struggle against subversion'- to quote the
Argentinian generals' own words. This amnesty law
does not, however, cover the members of subversive
organizations. These violations of human rights
require coordination measures between the European
Parliament and the Latin American Parliament.
The elections to be held on 30 October offer a ruy of.
hope here. Electing a civilian president of the Repu-
blic will be an important step towards democracy.
The military will go back to their barracks, but will
that be enough to make theni lose their power ? The
waning popularity of the armed forces is due to the
Falklands war but also to Argentina's disastrous
economic situation. Ultraliberalism has not brought
the modernization of the Argentine economy which
the government expected. Inflation in 1981 ran at
l3l0l0, and the peso was devalued by 80% in 1982. In
1970 the average daily wage would have paid for 43
kilos of bread: in l98l it would have bought six kilos.
This country which, together with Uruguay, was for a
long time the richest in Latin America, today shows
disturbing indications of a slide towards poverty: l5o/o
unemployment, suicides by mothers bringing up chil-
dren on their own, 40 to 70o/o non-attendance at
school and a sharp increase in urban slum dwellings.
The future democratic government of .{rgentina will
not be able to maintain silence on such matters. 'A
poisoned gift' runs the headline in a current weekly. It
is the civilians who will have the onerous task ol
setting things right. In partigular, their government
will have to see to it that a full and public account is
given of the missing person file, and the European
Parliament once again demands, today, that this be
done.
Mr, Antoniozzi (PPE). 
- 
(IT) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, we unstintingly approve the motion
for a resolution which the rapporteur, Mr Cariglia, has
put before the House on behalf of the Political Affairs
Committee. The European Parliament has already
adopted two other resolutions on Argentina, in
November 1982 and more recently. In our view the
time has now come, in the light of what has been
done by the UN \Torking Group on Disappeared
Persons and the decision of the Commission on
human rights in Geneva as well as that of the
Commission on Human Rights of the Organization of
American States, to take more positive and deter-
mined steps to discover what happened to all those
people who disappeared in Argentina.
\7ith democracy apparently about to be restored in
that country, we must make a greater effort in
insisting that the creation of a climate of greater
respect for human rights coincides with an opportu-
nity to throw more light on what happened. Quite
apart from all the moral and material aspects of the
affair, we want to find out where the political and indi-
vidual blame lies.
il
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The Member States of the Community, and especially
Italy, have seen many of their citizens emigrate to that
part of the Americas, some of them many decades
ago, and many of the people who have disappeared
same from among them. Throughout Europe and
'throughout the world you can hear the cries of
anguish on account of what happened, and nothing in
Argentina or anywhere else can ever iustify those
events. The sad fact is that in other parts of the world
similar tragic events have occurred, especially where
there is no liberty or democracy and therefore no
democratic check iniposed by the public.
!7e condemn this kind of behaviour and we hope that
reason and the rule of law will return to Argentina,
iust as we hope the same thing for those other parts of
the world where humanity has to suffer in a similar
way. \U[e want an international enquiry, which will
have our cooperation, to throw light on these events at
,last. By knowing what has happened in the past, we
can see that it never happens again in the future.
The firsthand information which the rapporteur has
given us today reinforces our views and strengthens
our commitment. By adopting this resolution, the
European Parliament 
- 
which is also an institution
working fon peace in Europe and throughout the
world will provide another opportunity to
denounce wrong and to encourage moral reflection for
a better future for mankind.
Mr Normanton (ED). 
- 
Mr President, may I first of
all, on behalf of the European Democratic Group,
congratulate Mr Cariglia on his report and more parti-
cularly for the calm and dispassionate drafting and the
equally calm and dispassionate, but sincere, Presenta-
tion of it to this House.
This is a matter which has given rise to deeP, strong
emotions and feelings throughout the whole of this
House and has done so over a long period of time.
S7e do 
- 
and I believe we should continue to do so
- 
feel strongly on the whole question of human
rights, wherever infringements occur. This report deals
particularly with the Argentine. But the House should
in no way single out the Argentine to the exclusion of
infringements of human rights in the rest of the
world. \07e are applying a common set of standards in
our iudgments the length and breadth of the world.
!7hat troubles honourable Members in a matter of
this kind is that here, probably for the first and only
time, despite numerous resolutions and declarations
by this House which in most other parts of the world
would have been listened to, it appears painfully clear
even to those who in this House, for a whole range of
reasons, have deep, long historic sympathies with and
support the best interests of Argentina, that our resolu-
tions are continuously being ignored. I would beg the
authorities in Argentina in the name of all honourable
Members of the European Parliament, to respond to
the appeals which have been made so far and which
are contained in the Cariglia report, and to show by
action and by words that in their part of the world
they do value human life and dignity. The amnesty
laws which have been passed by the military govern-
ment of Argentina do not meet even the most rudi-
mentary standards of human rights which we regard
as essential.
!(e believe that there is an urgent need for a response,
and we earnestly hope that the government which will
be formed after the coming general election will recog-
nize that it has a vital role to play. !fle, for our part,
will play our role in helping the Third ITorld coun-
tries which do respond to our insistence on the impor-
tance of human rights.
Mr Cariglia will have the wholehearted support of the
European Democratic Group when this report comes
to be voted upon.
Mrs Scrivener (L). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the report we are debating today covers a
subject which has long been of concern to the
members of this House. Together with my colleague,
Francis Combe, who has since died, I tabled a resolu-
tion on ll May 1981 on the children and babies who
were the innocent victims of the dictatorship in Argen-
tina.
Mrs Gaiotti De Biase also tabled a resolution on this
subject somewhat later in the same year.
On 18 November 1982 a resolution by this House
again drew attention to the disappearance of children
aged two months to six years, together with all those
born in prison.
In the light of the information available today, we
appear to have underestimated the size of the crime.
Mr Costa, Italian State Secretary for Foreign Affairs,
recently stated that the missing persons included at
least 102 children, half of them ltalian.
Nearly five years ago, on 14 December 1978, the
Argentinian police, who were responsible for
abducting most of these children, stated that 40 chil-
dren had been returned to their homes or placed in
public institutions.
\Ufle thus have to assume that these unfortunate chil-
dren must be orphans, since their parents are missing
persons. This is the name given to these men and
women who have, in effect, been murdered. All these
facts are set out in Mr Cariglia's report, and we must
thank him for the considerable work he has done in
exposing a bleak chapter in human history. Unfortu-
nately it is not the only one.
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This House has always attached great importance to
the upholding of human rights. Are they not even
more important where children are concerned ? Ifle
must lend our full support to all those Argentinian
women who time and time again have proved their
determination to obtain information about those who
are missing.
According to the former rector of the University of
Bahia Blanca, who spoke before the Political Affairs
Committee of this House early this year, the 'mothers
of the Plaza de Mayo' have submitted 105 000 peti-
tions for babeas corpus, all of which have been
ignored.
These women are the living proof that brutal terror is
not able to stifle the conscience of all.
If, as we hope, Argentina elects a more democratic
government on 30 October, the courage and tenacity
of those Argentinian mothers and grandmothers who
have for so long and at such peril defended the rights
of their children and grandchildren will not have been
in vain.
But we in the European Communiry have a duty of
our own. It is stated in the amendment tabled by .y
honourable friend Mr Gawronski on behalf of the
Liberal and Democratic Group.
!7e hope that this resolution will further encourage us
to reflect that freedom is a precious commodity which
has to be jealously guarded, but that it will also
remind us of the horrors of dictatorship, horrors
which, I am sure you will agree, are even more
dreadful when defenceless children are involved !
Mr Isra€l (DEP). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, Iadies and
gentlemen, the Cariglia report is a signal to the Argen-
tinian democrats. This signal is the promise of an alli-
ance between Europe and a future democratic Argen-
tina, the promise of political, cultural and economic
cooperation.
The sympathy, the love, almost, which Mr Cariglia has
brought to the question of the missing children
conrmands the admiration of every member of this
House. He rightly emphasizes that one cannot gag an
entire nation and one cannot gag mothers crying for
their children.
In this context our debate today is an important part
of the opinion of this Parliament. But Mr Cariglia's
report is also an appeal; it expresses a wish that the
first responsibility of the assembly to be elected on 30
October should be to seek the truth.
Certainly, that assembly will only have a meaning if it
restores democracy, if it denounces before all civilized
peoples the events which happened under an intoler-
able dictatorship, because, Mr President, if nations
need justice, they also need truth.
Mr Gawronski (L). 
- 
(IT) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the excellent motion for a resolution by
Mr Cariglia which we are debating today reminds us
1 of a particular but by no means minor aspect of the
' problem in Argentina, and it asks us not to forget
during these vital days for the future of the country
that it is essential to find out what happened to the
thousands of people who were illegally detained,
tortured and killed during the years of military dicta-
torship.
If we really understand the need to avoid at all costs
the danger of a premature end to the democracy
which is reemerging in Argentina 
- 
and I mean by
stirring up factional grudges and violence 
- 
and if we
recognize the need for a genuine process of national
reconciliation so that the democratic future of Argen-
tina can grow on a firm basis, then we also feel that
the new rulers in that country must be bold and
forceful enough to seek truth and justice with regard
to the desdparecidos. Mrs Scrivener made this point a
few moments ago.
The fact is that the form and scale of their tragedy go
beyond the other terrible instances of violence which
have unhappily marked recent history in Latin
America, the most recent example of which are the
events in Grenada.
As we know, the military authorities have refused to
provide information about the fate of those who have
disappeared. They have gone no farther than cynical
statements about how pointless any investigation
would be since the people who disappeared are now
dead.
'\tr7e are aware of this tragic fact, that in most cases
human iustice will not be able to restore these missing
people to freedom and to society, and we are aware of
the technical problems in prosecuting those who are
actually guilty of these terrible crimes after so many
years and after the documentary evidence has prob-
ably been destroyed. However, we feel that it is our
moral and political duty to insist that the sacrifice of
these missing people is not forgotten, that their fami-
lies see some kind of posthumous justice done and
that the missing people are no longer considered desa'
parecidos but formally recognized as victims of the
military r6gime's savage and illegal violence.
The Communiry's role in connection with this is
more important 
- 
and I have stressed this in the
amendment tabled on behalf of our group 
- 
in view
of the fact that several hundred Community citizens
are among the victims and their fate is still unknown.
Continuing to demand information on their fate from
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the Argentine Government is not therefore interfer-
ence by the Community in the domestic affairs of a'
third country ; it is the expression of the right and the
duty of a union of democratic nations to be concerned
about the fate of their citizens and to defend their
rights, wherever they may be.
In saying this, I do not want to suggest that the
missing people who have Community citizenship
should be considered in any way privileged, albeit
posthumously and symbolically. I want rather to point
out that the Community has a legal obligation as well
as a moral duty to persist in its search for the truth on
the fate of those who have disappeared and to seek
justice for the Buropean citizens who became victims
of repression.
(Applause)
Mr Dalsager (D), 
- 
Member of tbe Commission, 
-
'(DA) Mr President, in three days' time there will be
elections in Argentina ; whatever the outcome of these
'elections there will then be a civilian government
based on democratic principles, and we in the
Community cannot, of course, but welcome this. The
new government takes on heavy responsibilities and
will be judged by the extent to which it succeeds not
only in bringing to a close a painful period of arbi-
'trary government and contempt for human rights, but
also in explaining the facts, releasing the prisoners
who are still alive, and bringing to book those respon-
'sible. The Commission therefore supports Parlia-
ment's renewed appeal.
President. 
- 
The debate is closed. The motion for a
resolution will be put to the vote at the next voting
time.
5. EEC-Israel
President. 
- 
The next item is the report (Doc.
l-785183), drawn up by Sir Fred Catherwood on
behalf of the Committee on External Economic Rela-
tions, on the
recommendation from the Commission to the
Council (Doc. l-598/83 
- 
66771821 for a regula-
tion concerning the conclusion of a Protocol
relating to financial cooperation between the Euro-
pean Economic Community and the State of
Israel.
Sir Fred Catherwood (EDl, rapportezr. 
- 
Mr Presi-
dent, this report was adopted unanimously in
committee. There are no amendments ; no one seems
to disagree with it, and so I let it stand to speak for
itself.
Mr Blumenfeld (PPE). 
- 
(DE) Mr President, I can
only repeat what my honourable friend has said. In
committee we unanimously adopted this Protocol,
which is long avg16r., after only the briefest of
debates. Our expectation is now that it will ensure
continuity in financial relations between the European
Community and the State of Israel, and we should
like to see this established as quickly and as efficiently
as possible.
I would say to the Commissioner that we should be
glad if the Commission would take due account of the
recommendations of the European Parliament delega-
tion which meets every year with the Knesset. I would
remind the House that in the field of solar energy and
other technologies, for example, the MEPs and the
Knesset have put forward proposals of real substance,
but that these have not been taken further at all.
If Parliament, which is just as much an organ of the
Community as the Commission, exerts itself in these
matters, its findings should at least be considered by
the Commission.
Mr Tyrrell (ED). 
- 
Mr President, I appreciate the
way in which the two previous speakers have dealt
with this report, but I would not like it to be thought
that this subject is a mere formality. On the contrary,
the protocol brings to an end an unhappy chapter in
the history of relations between Israel and the
Community. One might say that normal relations
have now been restored. The 1975 agreement was
entered into at a time of exceptionally cordial rela-
tions between these two parties, and the objectives
that were set out in Article I of that agreement were
obtainable only when there was close cooperation
based on warm friendship between the two parties.
That indeed was the normal state of affairs. But things
changed, and when the first Financial Protocol
expired in October 1981, it was clear that there would
have to be a substitute. The European Council
decided not to proceed with it, and that decision was
taken because Israeli troops had entered Lebanon. It is
not a moment to review the wisdom of the European
Council's decision, but Israel and her friends did find
it difficult to understand why the agreement with
Syria continued unabated during the time that negotia-
tions with Israel had come to a standstill.
Now we are, thankfully, back to normal. The loans
that the agreement provides for are loans for
promoting industrialization. They are not loans for
armaments, they are loans which are intended to
further, in both the Community and in Israel,
dynamic economic activity. The loans that were given
under the first Financial Protocol were loans in small
packets, none of them, as I understand it, exceeding 5
m ECU. In other words, they are loans which were
widely spread.
In the context of enlargement, it is important that the
industrialization of Israel should be enabled to
continue. The risk to Israel of damage to her trade in
agricultural exports is one which cannot be elimi-
nated, with the best will in the world, in the enlarge-
i
1
,l
I
I
I
II
I
,t
27. 10. 83 Debates of the European Parliament No l-305/ 193
Tyrrell
ment negotiations. The same applies, of course, to our
other trading partners in the Mediterranean. I would
like to underline the last few words of Sir Fred Cather-
wood's report when he refers to the consideration and
assessment of other forms of cooperation and scien-
tific research. The only comment I would make on
that is that I would hope that that consideration and
assessment would take place in good time before the
present new Financial Protocol expires in 1986, so
that further development of our relationship along
those lines can take place in the 1985 agreement.
Mr Adamou (COM). 
- 
(GR) Mr President, it is a
cause of some surprise that though the blood of the
innocent women and children of Palestine and
Lebanon butchered by Begin and Sharon's hordes has
not yet dried on the hands of the Zionists of Tel Aviv,
the European Parliament is talking about concluding
a new financial protocol with the Israeli government.
That is, instead of the leaders o( the EEC taking the
lead in creating a special court to try the Israeli war
criminals, they are seeking to award them a prize for
these crimes of theirs and to encourage similar action.
This is the only possible interpretation for today's
financial protocol for granting a loan of 40 million
ECU to Israel. It is absolutely certain that this money
will be used for Tel Aviv's warlike ventures since 8070
of Israel's gross national product is taken up with
arms and war expenditure.
Mr President, we do not identify the working people
of Israel with their criminal leaders. The Israeli people
deserve every sympathy and aid in their struggle-to
free themselves from their Zionist tyrants because it is
the people who are paying for the consequences of
their leaders' warlike policy. At the moment inflation
is galopping at a rate of l3lo/o. Two thirds of the
national budget is covered by foreign borrowing while
the war in Lebanon and the settlement of the Arab
!7est Bank of the Jordan has raised the foreign debt
to enormous proportions with the result that today it
amounts to 8 000 ECU for every Israeli citizen.
Mr President, we are categorically opposed to any
move to finance those initiating the war in the Middle
East. Ifle would ask for all cooperation with them to
cease until the Israeli troops are withdrawn from
Lebanon and from the occupied Arab territories, and
until the uprooted Palestinians return to their home-
land. The Greek people refuse to become an accom-
plice in helping the present war criminals in any way.
IN THE CHAIR: MR NIKOLAOU
Vice-President
Mr Haagerup (L). 
- 
(DA) Mr President, when one
speaks as a representative of one of the numerically
minor groups in Parliament, it often happens that in a
debate such as this one must refer to what others have
said before, because things have been said which one
can endorse. I should, however, like to stress that this
in no way applies to the most recent honourable
speaker, Mr Adamou, with whose opinions I can in no
way concur. In my opinion, now is not the right time
to conduct a general Middle East debate, because we
are to dlscuss this question in Parliament later, but it
is a little difficult to avoid embarking upon the subject
of our relations with Israel, and I can quite agree with
what Mr Tyrrell said in this connection. This is not
exactly the most successful period we have ever experi-
enced in our relations with Israel, and my group's
main attitude is as follows : we are not much in favour
of conducting a foreign poliry in the form of restric-
tions on economic aid or putting a stop to economic
cooperation. There is no reason to look back now, and
on behalf of my group I should like to express my
satisfaction at the fact that we now have a new finan-
cial protocol,'which can be implemented as quickly as
possible, and I would strongly urge that it should in
fact be implemented very soon. Irrespective of what
we might think at any time about the politics of the
Israeli Government it is the strong point of our rela-
tions with Israel that we can express our thoughts
openly to that country even when we do not agree
with it. But that ought not to disturb the continuing
development of good economic relations between
Israel and the Community such as have been estab-
lished in this financial protocol, the implementation
of which I should now like to recommend most
warmly on behalf of my group.
Mr Dalsager, hlember of the Commission. 
- 
(DA)
Mr President, I believe that, with the exception of Mr
Adamou, there is general support in Parliament for
the Commission's proposal, and I thank you for that.
It is a matter of continuing financial cooperation with
Israel along the lines of our cooperation with, for
example, the Maghreb and Mashreq countries, and of
winding up the first financial protocol, which expired
as far back as I October 1981. The Commission can
therefore fully support Parliament's wish that the new
financial protocol should be implemented straight
away. Agreements have already been reached on this
understanding, and they will be implemented immedi-
ately after the protocol has come into force. I entirely
share Mr Blumenfeld's wish for a better mutual
exchange of information between Parliament and the
Commission, and I will convey his message to my
colleague, Mr Pisani, who has particular responsibility
in this field.
President. 
- 
The debate is closed. The motion for a
resolution will be put to the vote at the next voting
time.
6. European Foundation
President. 
- 
The next item is the report (Doc.
l-757183), drawn up by Mr Schwencke on behalf of
the Committee on Youth, Culture, Education, Informa-
tion and Sport, on the European Foundation.
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Mr Schwencke (S), ra\porteur. 
- 
(DE) Mr Presi-
dent, ladies and gentlemen. The European Foundation
in its original conception is a mature, one might
almost say elderly, child of the European Community.
As we all know, it has aged to the point where it is
now older and, from what we see before us now, wiser
as well. As you all know, in 1975 Leo Tindemans, at
the time Belgian Foreign Minister, presented his
colleagues with a report designed, so it was said, to
'overcome the crisis in the European Community'. He
obtained their approval and planned an extremely
concrete step, the setting up of a European Founda-
tion. Tindemans described the purpose of this Founda-
tion as follows, in a proposal drafted in 1974 and
published in 1975: 'its object will be to promote,
either directly or by assisting existing bodies, anything
which could help towards greater understanding
among our peoples, by placing the emphasis on
human contact: youth activities, university exchanges,
scientific debates and symposia, meetings bet'ween the
sssig.professional categories, cultural and information
activities.' By virtue of its nature, the inventor of this
Foundation saw it as being more flexible and more
effective than the national and European bodies.
Through the investment of personal effort, so Leo
Tindemans thought, the Foundation was to create a
European consciousness and strengthen a European
identity in is citizens. At the very first meeting of the
European Parliament to discuss this Foundation, its
structure encountered a measure of resistance. Some,
whilst welcoming the idea, considered the practicali-
ties unacceptable. My own group clearly declared itself
sceptical at that time, and we are still sceptical.
My job as rapporteur is to inform you of the opinion
of the majority of the Committee, without concealing
the opposing views. This 'child', of which I spoke at
the beginning, has meanwhile been born : on 29
March of last year the foreign minister$ of the ten
Member States concluded a bilateral agreement to set
up a European Foundation with its seat in Paris. The
process of ratification by the Member States is under
way and the first ratifications have been received.
Criticisms of this institution's structure by a number
of Member States bring home to us in the European
Parliament the fact that others also do not accept the
form and content agreed on at the time by the foreign
ministers. The European Parliament does not feature
in the structure of this Foundation, first conceived of
in 1975, not even now as a directly elected Parliament.
It is left out, as if there had been no such thing as a
popular vote in 1979.This seems to me unacceptable,
especially as we are the ones who will have to pay the
greater part of the European Foundation's costs.
Eight years on from Leo Tindemans' first proposal the
position as regards culture, education and youth has
changed, and the political implications of these ques-
tions have changed too. Firstly, we are all very much
concerned with the problem of youth unemployment,
which has nothing to do with the Foundation.
Secondly, we now have a European Youth Forum
whose work opens up political perspectives which are
significant and worthy of note by us all. Thirdly,
further progress has been made in our Member States
in the social and cultural field. !7e consider that the
aim of cultural policy should no longer be to continue
the old traditional art forms, but to develop new ones.
\7hat opportunities for this does the European Foun-
dation offer ?
Over the last few months.and years we have realized
that cultural policy has a part to play in the striving
for peace. !7hat part, I wonder, will the European
Foundation be able to play ? The European Parlia-
ment must be included in the setting up of this new
institution. And so my report reveals a dilemma.
Although we want the European Community to be
more active in cultural matters, we do not want to see
others encroaching on Parliament's powers as a result.
The European Parliament made it very clear this
morning that it will give financial support to the Euro-
pean Foundation in its preparatory process, but will
ceese to do so if the Foundation is to come into being
without the involvement of the European Parliament.
Mr Arf6 (S). 
- 
(IT) W President, ladies and
gentlemen, I want first of all to congratulate Mr
Schwencke for his excellent report on the European
Foundation. He has produced a very balanced expres-
sion of the perplexity which many of us feel with
regard to institutions like this, which are the artificial
offspring, as it were, of the. joint efforts of diplomary
and bureaucracy. They are the result of an idea which
is very praiseworthy in itself but which people try to
flesh out before it is properly defined.
Something of this nature happened with the European
University. There are a number of outstanding items
on the balance sheet, but in spite of all the good will
and efforts of its administrators and teaching staff it is
still having problems in deciding on a particular role
for itself.
Unlike some of our colleagues who have come out
against the Foundation on the grounds that culture is
not a matter for the Community, we feel that a revival
of the European Communiry will become a fact, an
irreversible fact, only when the essential element of
culture provides a dynamic and unifying force in the
process of European integration.
Our reservations do not therefore concern the Founda-
tion as such but are based on the methods which were
chosen to bring it into being. By this I mean that
there was no wide-ranging debate to go into the terms
of the matter, to outline and define the aims and to
situate it 
- 
and this was pointed out by 'Mr
Schwencke in the framework of a cultural
programme. Our reservations are based on the fact
that the European Foundation is the result, it would
appear, of inter-governmental agreements and these
will be so cumbersome and slow-moving that they are
bound to affect the development of the institution,
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which instead should have broad scope for action and
be open to innovation, so that it is able to adapt in a
flexible and intelligent manner to the needs that will
gradually emerge.
The motion for a resolution which the committee
approved on the basis of the Schwencke report incor-
porates these fears and suggests the necessary altera-
tions so that the Foundation when it is set up will not
become a costly organization of little or indeed no use
and will not swallow up resources which could be
better used elsewhere by a Community cultural policy.
Our position therefore is not one of biased opposition
but of reasoned criticism. This criticism comes in the
form of constructive warnings and proposals, and
central among the latter is the idea of giving this Par-
liament an active role in the further development of
this initiative. And we say this not because we want to
push the role of this Assembly but because we are
sincerely convinced that the direct representatives of
the people of Europe can and should provide here
and now an example of fresh vitality for all the
Community institutions, and especially those which
by encouraging closer and more frequent ties between
our cultures and strengthening the way they interact
will reinforce the ideal basis of the political Commu-
nity which this House has solemnly stated it wishes to
see built.
Mr Gerokostopoulos (PPE). 
- 
(GR) Mr President,
our colleague Mr Schwencke's report on the European
Foundation is so comprehensive and complete that I
should not have to intervene at this point. Neverthe-
less, I think that in order to give the House further
information and following the brief of my group, it
would be useful briefly to review the facts which have
led to today's debate.
The idea of setting up the Foundation, as Mr
Schwencke mentioned, was conceived first all by the
former Prime Minister and present Foreign Minister
of Belgium, Mr Tindemans.
He submitted to the Council of Ministers a report on
a citizens' Europe, the primary purpose of which was
to create the necessary conditions for understanding
between peoples which would lead to and facilitate
European union.
Mr Tindemans' proposals were looked at by the Euro-
pean Commission, which, after a detailed study,
submitted a report to the Council by which Article
235 of the Treaty of Rome was approved as the legal
basis for setting up the Foundation. It must be
pointed out that our Parliament adopted most of the
Commission's proposals in two votes and sought to
participate actively in the necessary preliminary proce-
dure and in subsequent procedures.
After long hibernation, it suddenly became known in
March 1982 that the European Council had agreed to
setting up the Foundation with an intergovernmental
agreement. Our Parliament reacted. I remember the
debate which took place in June 1982 and the motion
which Parliament passed following a proposal from
the Chairman of the Committee on Youth,. Mr
Beumer. There were three main points of criticism
raised in the debate which went on then: firstly, that
the creation of the Foundation was not based on
Article 235 of the Treaty of Rome as the Commission
and the Parliament suggested. Secondly, the consider-
able subsidies from the Community budget are
entered as non-compulsory expenditure, thus without
being controlled directly by this elected Parliament.
The third point is that the proposed structure of the
Foundation did not allow effective cooperation either
with the existing institutions promoting cultural,
educational and youth matters or, in particular, with
the European Parliament, which was particularly
active in these fields.
On the basis of the points mentioned above and in an
attempt to fill the gaps in the intergovernmental agree-
ment, the present motion was drawn up. It has the
unqualified support of the Group of the European
People's Party and I hope that it will be passed unani-
mously by this House.
Finally, Mr President, I consider it my duty to add my
own congratulations to Mr Schwencke for his excel-
lent and well researched report.
(Applause)
Mr Papapietro (COM). 
- 
(IT) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, I shall support this balanced report by
Mr Schwencke.'!7e are in no doubt about the fact that
there should be a European cultural institution. The
European Communiry is aware of this need in the
process of integration. Cultural activity, with
exchanges and meetingp, is essential. Parliament itself
can see that its work in this area is increasing. This
morning Parliament adopted all the amendments of
the Committee on Culture, and this shows awareness
of the problem.
However, as the rapporteur and Mr Arf6 pointed out,
this European Foundation has come about in a some-
what ambiguous manner. It has been set up indepen-
dently of Parliament, by agreement between countries,
and there is nothing about any role or contribution of
Parliament either in the initial stage when it is set up
or at the operational and management stage, and Parli-
ament has no power of control whatsoever.
Now that things have got under way, however, it is a
good idea to emphasize the positive side of our criti-
cism. The Schwencke report does this with regard to
the individual parliaments of the Member States, since
there now seems to be some resistance to the idea and
this is borne out by the fact that so far only one parlia-
ment has ratified the agreement.
!7e ask the European Parliament to adopt this report,
because it contains proposals for alteration so that
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Parliament may have a role to play in the cultural
sector. The report accepts however the principle of
setting up the Foundation. Be that as it may, the
report provides a basis for discussion of the proper
role for Parliament and especially of the correct
course for this institution which we consider neces-
sary.
Mr Rollend (DEP). 
- 
(FR) The European Founda-
tion, as everyone knows, was set up following an inter-
governmental agreement in March 1982, without the
participation of the European Parliament, which
nevertheless wished that this body shoud be a
Community forum. Despite repeated initiatives by our
fusembly, the original omission has not been reme-
died and no moves have been made in our direction.
Mr Schwencke's report gives us the chance today of
calling once more for an additional agreement which
would institutionalize the relations between the
Council and Commission, on the one hand, and the
European Foundation on the other hand. This House
wants concrete and binding agreements which will
allow it to have its say when the officers of the Foun-
dation are appointed and coopted.
The position of the European Parliament raises ques-
tions of two kinds : institutional, in the first place, and
functional, in the second place. As regards the institu-
tional aspect, our Assembly is certainly right in
wanting to have its say, given that the European Foun-
dation will be financed out of the Community budget
and that we have always wanted all the Community's
activities to stem from a true Communiry framework.
But if we leave the institutional principle, numerous
questions persist. I7ill the European Foundation be
able to operate more effectively ? !flill it be better able
to fulfil its task, which is to strengthen the mutual
understanding among the peoples of the Community
and promote a better awareness of the cultural
heritage of Europe in its rich diversity and unity, and
to develop a better understanding of European integra-
tion ? !7ell, Mr President, in the face of such lofty
obiectives, the institutional squabble perhaps seems a
little petty. The Group of European Progressive
Democrats, whilst reiterating that the Communiry
framework remains the most appropriate framework
in which to expand the Community's activities,
wonders whether there is any real point in a skirmish
after the battle. However, it sees no difficulty in
endorsing the conclusions of Mr Schwencke's report.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
Thank you, Mr Rolland.
I believe this was your maiden speech before Parlia-
ment ?
Allow me to congratulate you, then.
(Applause)
Mrs Pery (S). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, Mr Schwencke's
report was prompted by reservations concerning the
development of the European Foundation, and it calls
for guarantees.
As a member of the Committee on'Youth, Culture,
Education, Information and Sport I can understand
this position. But I would like to introduce a number
of more optimistic notes here.
The agreement establishing the European Foundation
was signed in Brussels and designates Paris as the seat
of the future Foundation. In its memorandum of
November 1981 on European policy, the French
Government considered that progress in the building
of Europe would only be achieved if culture, one of
the fundamental elements of the identity of the
peoples of Europe, became a focus of effort by the
Member States.
I should like to recall briefly some of the priority
objectives set out by the Foundation: to develop
understanding of the European idea, encourage the
study of the languages of the Community countries,
promote personal erchanges within the Community
and encourage programmes designed to meet the
needs of young people.
I endorse these obiectives, which should be comple-
mentary to the activities of the European Community
and the Council of Europe and not duplicate them.
The fact that the Board of the Foundation will include
members appointed by the Community provides a
guarantee of this and should permit good coordina-
tion between the Foundation's activities and our own,
particularly those of the Committee on Youth,
Culture, Education, Information and Sport.
Generally speaking, it would be fitting for the Euro-
pean Parliament to play a part in the life of the Foun-
dation. At the same time, the financial control exer-
cised by the Commission and the Court of Auditors
ought to allay the fears of a number of our colleagues'
There is so much work still to be done to spread the
European idea that it will take all of us, pulling
together in a positive spirit of cooperation.
Mr Estgen (PPE). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, Robert Schuman, that master builder and
great craftsman of Europe, the centenary of whose
birth we shall shortly be celebrating, had as his ideal a
Europe which was organized and structured, of course,
but also a living Europe in touch with everyday life
and capable of providing the population of Europe
with the instruments for social progress and the preser-
vation of peace.
Always, in our treaties, deeds and solemn declarations
we proclaim our loyalty to the legal, political and
moral values we hold dear, and at the same time our
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desire to build a freer, fairer and more united Europe
- 
in short, a society, a civilization in the service of
mankind.
A large majority of the members of this House see the
building of Europe as something more than a simple
form of cooperation among states, more than a subtle
economic strategy. \hilst emphasizing the rich
variety of our national cultures, which we must at all
costs preserve, dedicated Europeans seek to bring the
nations closer together in an awareness of their shared
heritage and their common destiny, and of their inter-
dependence in the current crisis when European
union offers the only possible solution.
The European Foundation can be an important instru-
ment in bringing about this Europe of mankind in all
its human, social and cultural dimension. It can also
be a forum in which concrete achievements, recogniz-
able as such by the citizens of Europe, take shape. It is
thus quite unthinkable that the European Parliament,
which directly represents 270 million citizens and is
currently the only motive force in Europe, should not
have a share, like the Commission, in the work of the
Foundation. This point is clearly made in Mr
Schwencke's report.
At the same time I should like to enter a strong plea
for close cooperation between the Foundation and the
Council of Europe which, in the field of culture, has
already done and is still doing a considerable amount
of work. In general, I think we do not cooperate
actively enough with the Council of Europe: Europe
does not consist merely of the Ten, and so, with this
in mind also, I strongly support Mr Schwencke's
report.
(Applause)
Mrs Boserup (COM). 
- 
(DA) Mr President, I will
begin by quoting from Annex II of the report, which
reads : 'the European Parliament is consequently
unable to support any allocation of resources for a
European Foundation from the Community budget.'
This is a quotation from a motion for a resolution of
which I was one of the proposers and for which I was
attacked most cruelly 
- 
only verbally, of course, but
by one of the most stalwart members of this House,
namely Mr Bangemann, who used an expression
about my methods which is very inappropriate in a
parliamentary assembly. And now I have the uplifting
experience of Mr Schwencke saying I was right. rUfle
are not going to contribute, and I .can only be glad
about that, for I really do not think that we should
contribute. It is childish to go harping on about the
fact that one has not got exactly the amount of money
requested in one's prayers. One should simply rejoice
over what one has, for that is the most to which a
Danish Government can possibly aspire. And so let
them work. If people are so tired of the fact that
Members of the European Parliament are not allowed
to sit on the management body, then some Members
should consider at least the fact that we have plenty to
do already, and that there are competent people
outside this House who should also have a chance.
I cannot vote for the Schwencke report because of its
insulting remarks about our not being involved. But I
thank Mr Schwencke for adopting my idea that the
fund shall have no money from the European
Community's budget, for it really ought not to have
any.
Mr Vernimmen (S). 
- 
(NL) Mr President, in this
report the rapporteur seems to assume that the Euro-
pean Foundation would be responsible for the
Community's cultural policy. It is even suggested that
cultural activities must be encouraged, cultural and
education policy, cultural cooperation with the
Council of Europe. Although I am not a member of
Mr Tindemans' party, I must point out that this is not
what Mr Tindemans intended at the time.
It can be seen from paragraph 17 of the motion for a
resolution that the European Foundation is to be seen
as a means of developing the Community towards
European union and not as a means of cultural cooper-
ation among the Member States. Indeed, in this
respect the motion for a resolution seems to me far
better than the actual report. It would have been
better to state that the European Foundation is not
the instrument to be used by the Member States for
the conduct of the Community's cultural policy. The
original intention was a Foundation which, in the
field of individual endeavour, was to help uphold and
illustrate the ideas of European integration and union.
It was to do this by means of specific initiatives in the
field of youth work, information, popular displays and
culture too 
- 
not, in other words, an ambitious
cultural policy, which has to be conducted using
different forms and procedures. At all costs we must
not allow the European Foundation to become a
forum in which officials meet other officials, educators
meet other educators, specialists meet other special-
ists, and so on. \)7hat it must do is bring the European
Community closer to the public.
The European Foundation is not the preserve of
culture ministers. Indeed, I believe that my country's
government will never ratify the agreement estab-
lishing the European Foundation if it appears that the
ambitious path of non-Community procedures is
being trodden. I have a great deal of sympathy for the
idea that the European Parliament should only agree
to the European Communiry's financing the Founda-
tion once it knows more about the direction its
programme is to follow.
I should have been happier if the Committee on
Youth, Culture, Education, Information and Sport had
been less carping on the subject of the European
Foundation and had scaled down its criticisms. Gener-
ally speaking I am in agreement with the motion for a
resolution, with the exception of paragraph 5, which
to my mind raises a special question of principle.
ttl
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Mr Tugendhet, Vice-President of the Comrnission.
- 
Mr President, bearing in mind what you said, I
hope I will not trespass too much further on the time
of the House.
The Commission believes that in his. report on the
European Foundation Mr Schwencke has restated
concisely and forcefully some of the criticisms that
Parliament voiced in June 1982 as well as in the
debate on Mr Bocklet's report in June of this year.
The report also contains useful comments on the
future organization of the Foundation. The agreed
approach adopted in the resolution before the House
comes as no surprise, therefore, to the Commission.
The - Commission entirely appreciates Parliament's
main concern that the Community and, in particular,
the Parliament risks having little or no say in the
programme and activities of the Foundation, despite
the fact that for the moment it may well be the only
source of the necessary funds.
As you know, Mr President, the Commission strongly
urged in 1978 that the Community as such should be
a party to the agreement establishing the European
Foundation. However, there was a solid opposition to
this proposal within the Council. The Commission,
therefore, had to takt the difficult decision as to
whether to give up having the Community as a
contracting party or face the prospect of having no
Foundation at all. In opting for the first course it took
the view that whereas it did not like the arrangements
proposed, it could not ignore the possible role of the
Foundation as a maior means of popularizing the
European idea among the peoples of the Community.
I would suggest, Mr President, that the Commission
and Parliament are not in disagreement about that
fundamental aim. I think that emerges quite clearly
from most of the speeches this afternoon. I am also, of
course, aware that Parliament accepted an amendment
this morning to finance preparatory work on the Foun-
dation as well. In any case the motion now before the
House stresses that the Communiry needs to be
brought closer to the ordinary citizen and the ordinary
citizen made more Community-minded. It empha-
sizes that bringing home the cultural unity of Europe
to people in general can only facilitate the process of
Community integration.
The Commission believes that the right policy now is
for the Community to use what means it has available
to influence the work and activities of the Foundation
towards achieving these common objectives. In this
light the Commission fully appreciates that Parlia-
ment itself wants to be assured of having a part to
play in running the Foundation and a more clearly
defined relationship with it.
I am certain that the Board of the Foundation will
want to cooperate closely with Parliament, so there
should be nothing to stop the conclusion in due
course of a Foundation/Parliament agreement. How-
ever, I would suggest that the idea of an addendum to
the Council's agreement of March 1982 would be very
difficult to achieve on a political basis. The Commis-
sion, for its part, plans to include Members of the
European Parliament on the lists of candidates for
seats on the Board which it will be submitting to the
Council in due course. In doing so, it will take into
account Parliament's own choice in the matter and
make the necessary contacts with the President of
Parliament and with the chairman of the Committee
on Youth, Culture, Education, Information and Sport.
May I also stress, Mr Presideht, that the House rightly
emphasizes that Parliament, as one half of the bud-
getary authority, holds the purse strings as far as
credits for the Foundation are concerned ..- or rather,
it does for as long as no private donations have been
received. Parliament's views therefore will have to be
taken fully into account when the necessary financial
proposals under Article 235 of the Treaty are brought
forward by the Commission.
Of course, for the Foundation ultimately to come into
being, the groundwork now being done should, in our
view, be carried through pending completion of the
ratification proceedings. The preparatory committee
has pinpointed the bodies the Foundation will be
working with and assembled a sizeable corpus of
working material. Now ir will be stepping up its work
on a preliminary draft programme in accordance with
its terms of reference.
I would like to make one final point about paragraph
5 of the motion for a resolutjon 
- 
on relations with
the Council of Europe. The foundation has never, to
my knowledge, ignored the experience of the Council
of Europe. On the contrary, one of the declarations
annexed to the March 1982 agreement refers specifi-
cally to cooperation between the two. Agreement may
not provide in so many words for the Board of the
Foundation to include a representative of the Council
of Europe, but neither does it contain anything to
preclude such a representative being co-opted. I under-
stand that the preparatory committee has already
established a very satisfactory working relationship
with the Council of Europe. Perhaps, Mr President,
this could be taken into account in any possible
amendment to the resolution.
Mrs Viehoff (S). 
- 
(NL) | should like to as\ the
Commissioner if he could tell us what the position is
with regard to the ratification of the Foundation in
the various Member States.
Mr Tugendhat, Vice-President of tbe Commission.
- 
Mr President, I should be grateful if the honour-
able Member could wait until tomorrow morning
when I hope it will be possible to give her an up-to-
date answer. I am sorry that I do not have the informa-
tion immediately to hand.
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President. 
- 
The debate is closed. The motion for a
resolution will be put to the vote at the next voting
time.
7. Status of au ltairs
President. 
- 
The next item is the report (Doc.
l-797183), drawn up by Mrs Viehoff on behalf of the
Committee on Youth, Culture, Education, Informa-
tion and Sport, on the recognition of the status of au
pairs in the Communiry.
Mr Forth (ED). 
- 
Mr President, you are of course
aware of Rule 103(l) which specifies that a committee
can validly vote only if a quarter of its members are
present. I have to point out to you that the number of
Members present at the meeting of the Committee on
Youth, Culture, Education, lnformation and Sport
when it considered this report was only five, as is
shown on page 3. I would therefore ask you to refer
this back to committee for it to be properly and
validly considered and voted on before the plenary
considers it.
President. 
- 
Mr Forth, were you asking for that on
behalf of your political group or on your own behalf ?
Mr Forth (ED). 
- 
Mr President, I do not think it
matters. The rules are the rules. They state what they
state. It is a matter of record. If yod want to take it
personally then I will offer this to you as an indi-
vidual, but I do not think it has any less force for that.
President. 
- 
All right, Mr Forth's proposal is valid.
One Member can speak in favoi.rr and one against.
Mr Arndt (S). 
- 
(DE) lt is totally irrelevant at the
moment how or in what form the committee voted,
and any way Mr Forth could have brought the matter
up in committee. \7e have the report at hand now
and the only way I can understand this request is that
the report should go back to the committee. I see abso-
lutely no reason for that, and in my opinion we ought
to carry on and deal with the report here today.
If Mr Forth wants to ovetload the agenda for
November even more, then let him get on with it. But
he shouldn't be surprised if a Nvhble series of motions
are no longer dealt with. I aak for the debate to go
ahead and for the vote to be taken tomorrow.
Mr Hord (ED). 
- 
Mr President, I 6ise on a point of
order. I am not sure that Mr Forth formally asked for
this matter to be sent back to committee. I think he
raised a point of order with you under Rule 103(1),
and it seems to me that there is, in fact, no need for
the President to require Parliament to concern itself
with a referral back to commlttee in the light of Mr
Forth's observation that yotg, on behalf of the Presi-
dency should automatically vithdraw the report.
\Thether it goes back to committee is obviously for
the Bureau to decide.
My point of order is that if this report is persisted
with we are, I believe, out of order to be concerning
ourselves with the document because it has no validity
whatsoever. Furthermore, if we vote on it, it could well
be that other institutions will ignore it because of the
defect complained of by Mr Forth.
President. 
- 
Mr Hord, you are talking about proce-
dure within a committee and not about procedure
here in the Chamber. I cannot therefore accept what
you have just said.
Mrs Viehoff (Sl, rapporteur. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, I
do not know why Mr Forth has brought this matter
up. I can tell him however that a colleague from his
own group, Mr Simmonds, apologized for not being
there when this report was discussed in committee but
indicated that his group endorsed it entirely. There is
nothing controversial in this report. I fail to under-
stand why Mt Forth wants to add it to the November
part-session when we have enough time here today. I
really urge you to deal with the report today and to
proceed as usual. There were several committee
members who expressed their agreement with this
report but who were perhaps not there at the vote, but
Mr Forth's hair-splitting at this poinr is really quite
beyond me.
President. 
- 
I don't want this discussion to drag on
and I should like to ask Mr Forth, for a last time
whether he insists that we vote. If he insists, the
matter will be voted on without his being given leave
to speak again. Do you insist, Mr Forth ?
Mr Forth (ED). 
- 
Mr President, I doubt if it is a
question of vote. The reason I am doing this is that
we have rules in this House and I think we should try
to respect them. If what Mr Arndt and Mrs Viehoff are
saying . . .
President. 
- 
I gave you an answer. S7e are going to
vote.
It was clear to the Bureau that there was a maiority in
favour of discussing the report.
(Parliarnent rejected fuIr Fortbb request 
- 
fuIembers
of tbe European Democratic Group asked for tbe oote
to be cbecked electronically)
President. 
- 
Ladies and gentlemen, 13 Members
voted in favour of referral back to committee and 43
Members voted against. I therefore ask you not to
force the President to verify which way the House
voted. You are of course entitled to call for an elec-
tronic vote, but the President also has a duty not to
waste the House's time.
(Since tbc electronic aoting slstem uas not switcbed
on, Parliament rejected Mr Fortb's reqilest by sitting
and standing)
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Mr Moreland (ED). 
- 
Mr President, can we take it
from this precedent that any committee may now
send a report to this Parliament on the basis of a vote
in that committee taken in the absence of a quorum ?
I presume that we all now agree that that is the prece-
dent.
Mr Arndt (S). 
- 
(DE) | have no objection to the
Consewative Group referring this matter to the
Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Petitions,
but the situation is as follows : the House has decided
that the matter should appear on the agenda. If
anyone has any obiection to make, he should do so at
the start. The report was printed from the first and a
maiority of the House decided to put it on the agenda.
Only a majority can take it off again.
Mr Forth should otherwise refer the matter to the
Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Petitions,
although I do accept the fact that the committee
chairmen should be urged to see to it that in future
the Rules of Procedure are adhered to in committee.
But the fact is that the House cannot set itself up asjudge on whether a committee has proceeded
accotding to the rules or not, unless an obiection is
raised at the appropriate time at the beginning of the
part-session when the matter is to be placed on the
agenda.
President. 
- 
Mr Arndt is right. Mr Forth should
have brought the matter up before the start of the
debate.
Mr Pearce (ED). 
- 
Mr President, there are two
points of order on this matter. One is that Mr Arndt is
correct, in a way, in saying that one should choose the
appropriate time to deal with this matter. But this is
the appropriate time. This is the time on the agenda
when we address ourselves to this point.
The second thing is that you have set a very strange
precedent. !7hat you seem to be doing is to say that
by a vote for which no advanced warning has been
given, you can change the Rules of Parliament. I
submit to you, Mr President, that you are as much
bound by the Rules of this Parliament as anybody else
is. I wish you to kindly declare that a mistake has
been made and that the vote you have taken is invalid.
Because you and we together cannot change the Rules
iust like that.
Dame Shelagh Roberts (ED). 
- 
Mr President, may
I say, first of all, that I agree with Mr Arndt with the
one exception, namely that, Parliament did agree the
agenda at the start of the Plenary session and that was
the occasion when obiections should have been raised.
I would like to correct an impression that Mr Arndt
may have given quite unwittingly when he referred to
the Conservative group's obiection to taking this
report. The group has not got any objection to taking
this report, it is a question of action by individual
Members.
Mr Moreland (ED). 
- 
Mr President, on a point of
order, I, like my colleague, Dame Shelagh Roberts,
have no obiection at all to Parliament taking this
report, but I do insist in pressing my question, namely
whether a precedent has been set, whereby a
committee report has come to us without a quorum.
Therefore, I thought that the very least you would say
in answer would be that this is a matter which should
be referred to the Committee on the Rules of Proce-
dure and Petitions.
Mr Harris (ED). 
- 
Mr President, my point is very
similar to that just made by Mr Moreland. I think, that
to an extent, we are collectively responsible for the
handling of our affairs. But, in saying that, I think
particular responsibility rests 
- 
if I may say so 
- 
on
the Presidency itself and also on the Secretariat. I
think that where a report has been passed by a
comrnittee which is not quorate, it really is the respon-
sibility of the Secretary-General 
- 
I am sorry he is
not here, for obvious reasons 
- 
to perhaps draw atten-
tion diplomatically, albeit at the beginning of the
week, to this fact. I think we have got to be very
careful in this House. If our reports mean what they
say and carry the weight of the authority of this House
I think it is essential that they should have at least the
backing of a committee which is quorate. If we go
willy-nilly on in passing and endorsing reports which
have not even got the authority of a committee which
is quorate, then it does not do this House any service
at all. Therefore, I am very grateful to my friend, Mr
Forth, for focussing attention'on this point.
Mr President, as you know, I personally believe this
House is trying to do far too much, and the fact that
this committee was not quorate when it passed this
report, underlines, I believe, that basic point. I think
we would have far more effect if we did our jobs prop-
erly in committee and in the Plenary. Therefore, I am
very grateful to Mr Forth for his vigilance in this
matter and for at least highlighting that this report
does not have the backing of a quorate committee.
President. 
- 
!7e shall take note of what you said,
Mr Harris, and inform the Bureau. After the vote I do
not think there is any point in continuing the debate.
Mrs Viehoff (S), rapporteur. 
- 
(NL) It is really very
nice to find that in a debate of this kind I have ten
times as big an audience for my report as would
normally have been the case.
Mr President, the phenomenon of the au pair is a long
established one and has become extremely widespread
over the years. Formerly it was organized on a friendly
basis between rwo families which knew each other
personally. Over the years it has been made use of by
so many people that it has become a unique social
phenomenon. There must be thousands of young
people taking part in this system now, but how many
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there are exactly we do not know. It is unique also in
the sense that it gives young people a chance to learn
a foreign language, appreciate the culture of another
country and acquire experience of life, and this can
also contribute towards international understanding.
Both au pairs and host families may benefit from the
system, and this is frequently the case. Unfortunately
there is also evidence that a number of problems have
also arisen, both for the au pair and for the host
family. The cause of these problems is often
inadequate information and a lack of clear agree-
ments.
The Council of Europe recognized these problems a
long time ago and in 1969 an agreement on the place-
ment of au pairs was drafted, which covered the ques-
tion admirably and thoroughly. This agreement
defines au pair status as follows : 'au pair placement is
the temporary reception by families, in exchange for
certain services, of young foreigners who come to
improve their linguistic and possibly professional
knowledge as well as their general culture by
acquiring a better knowledge of the country where
they are received'. It is very clear from this that the au
pair is neither a student nor an employee, and this
must remain the case. But appropriate measures are
required to ensure that it does. The agreement drawn
up by the Council of Europe makes provisions for
such measures. Unfortunately this agreement has not
yet been ratified by many Member States 
- 
of our
Member States only France, Denmark and ltaly.
Belgium, Luxembourg, Germany and Greece have
only signed it. The United Kingdom 
- 
and perhaps
this explains the fuss made by Mr Forth 
- 
the
Netherlands and Ireland have neither signed nor rati-
fied the agreement, and of the other countries which
are members of the Council of Europe, only Switzer-
land and Norway have done so.
It is well known that this reluctance to ratify the agree-
ment is due to the legal character conferred on the
contract by Article 6. This requires a written agree-
ment between the au pair's family and the host
family. In its reply on this to a number of questions
the Commission recently stated that it would ask
those Member States which have not yet ratified the
agreement to do so. The Commission must be asked
first to find out what is really stopping the Member
States from ratifying the agreement and to determine
whether or not the reasons are justified, and secondly
whether it can persuade the Member States to ratify
the Council of Europe agreement.
There are a number of proposals. Although in the
long term the ideal solution is that each of the
Member States of the Community should sign, ratify
and implement the agreement, this offers no chance
at all of solutions in the short and medium term, and
solutions must be found. The agreement may be a
useful and even extremely important yardstick for the
Member States and the Commission in assessing the
position of au pairs and in applying measures to solve
the existing problems.
The following questions are of quintessential impor-
tance. The Council of Europe's definition of an 'au
pair' must be strictly applied. If this point is empha-
sized and in the long term accepted, then the objec-
tions to drawing up contracts ought also to disappear.
This will also bring an end to the problem of unem-
ployed young people who are employed supposedly as
an au pair, but in reality as cheap domestic help.
The authorities should devote more energy towards
the organization of au pair placement and in each
Member State a permanent coordination body should
be set up, among other things, to advise those coming
and going as au pairs, and to advise the host families
as well. A similar body or structure should also be set
up within the Commission in order to coordinate and
complement activities by the national bodies. Registra-
tion for language courses ought to be made compul-
sory 
- 
the Council of Europe agreement does not
make this a priority requirement, on the grounds that
courses may not be available in certain towns. In that
event, teachers ought to be found to take care of that
kind of problem. Provision would have to be made for
social security; the relevant passage in the Council of
Europe agreement is vague. In the Community
context it should be somewhat easier to find a solu-
tion. Some Member States already have special provi-
sions for au pairs in this respect.
Mr President, the conclusion should be that a recom-
mendation is probably the most suitable Community
instrument at present. If the Council of Europe finds
it difficult to get the agreement signed, approval of a
directive would probably encounter just as many
problems. A recommendation will at least stimulate
awareness of the relevant questions, not least in those
who are interested in au pairs. After all, all the facts
point to inadequate information as the cause of most
of the problems. Moreover, a generally accepted agree-
ment is a step in the right direction, even if it is not
legally binding. For if the host family or the au pair is
not prepared to agree to reasonable terms beforehand,
that should be a warning of problems to come.
\7e would ask the Commission to prepare a report on
the whole question, which would also look into the
fact that certain Member States are extremely luke-
warm about ratifying the Council of Europe agree-
ment. And we would also ask the Commission to
provide a breakdown of the number of au pairs
working in each Member State, by country of origin,
age, sex, level of education and occupation. The
Community can perform a useful service in seeking
lasting and favourable solutions to the question of the
au pair system. It has the power to expand under-
standing and awareness of the various languages and
cultures in the Community, and this can be a true
contribution towards international understanding.
Once again, Mr President, I would stress that care
must be taken, at this time of widespread youth unem-
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ploymen! to ensure that young people within the au
pair system are not exploited and not regarded as a
work force. The status of au pairs must be very clearly
defined.
(Applause from tbe left)
IN THE CHAIR: MR VANDEITIELE
Vice-President
Mr Spencer (ED). 
- 
Mr President, I find that one of
the ioys oI political life is that occasionally one has to
step into the breach to help a colleague. In the
unavoidable absence of my colleage, Mr Simmonds,
who is our spokesman on youth, culture and au pair
girls, I have been asked to speak on this subject. I, as
you know, however, am the spokesman on trade, so I
do not know some of the finer points.
The United Kingdom is the biggest importer of au
pairs 
- 
although almost no British girls go the other
way. I think this must be the attraction of our
language, or perhaps it is a reflection on the unwilling-
ness of the English to learn other languages that the
au pair s)rstem does not work in reverse as such.
Although, of course, it is perhaps a comment on the
English language that we have no word in English for
the phrase 'au pair'. I have had various suggestions
from my colleagues, none of which I find entirely
repeatable.
The system has, I think, been entirely beneficial over
the years : a lot of linguistic knowledge is gained ; a
lot of knowledgg of culture is gained; a lot of pleasure
and mutual benefit. That was when it was very much a
matter of exchanges between families 
- 
very much
an exercise in private enterprise.
I am a little saddened that we find it necessary to
need regulation in this field. However, as a moderate
Conservative 
- 
I im in the parlance as wet as the
next man 
- 
I do accept that there has been abuse of
the system, and that some guidelines are necessary . . .
Mr Forth (ED). 
- 
Mr President, under Rule 64(4). I
am glad that my colleague has given way. He is
discussing the proposals in this report. I wonder if he
could comment on the proposal made under para-
graph ll(4), which refers to a parallel structure?
\7ould he like to explain to me what on earth in this
connection a parallel structure might be ?
Mr Spencer (ED). 
- 
Mr Forth, that is perfectly fair
under our Rules, but it is really very English, because
you are taking advantage of me. I suspect you know
that my copy of the report is blank on that page, so I
am unable to comment on what a parallel structure is,
although I have no doubt Mrs Viehoff would be able
to explain it to us.
The point I think Mr Forth may have been trying to
make, and the one I am trying to make as well, is that
while my group in general supports some regulation
here, we do advise the Commission to move forward
with a light touch in this area.
(lllr Pearce asked to put a question to LIr Spencer)
President. 
- 
Mr Spencer has three minutes. He can
of course arrange matters with all his colleagues in
such a way that each of them interrupts him in turn,
which will mean we are still sitting here in an hour's
time ! I cannot allow that, Mr Pearce, it is against the
rules. You have the oppornrnity of being entered in
the list of speakers, but the list is now closed. But you
must not constantly put questions to the speaker,
because this would give Mrs Viehoff more than one
chance to speak in the debate. So no more interrup-
tions please.
Mr Hord (ED).- Mr President, if I may be so bold,
the previous President did invite the House to speak
for longer, as there was more than sufficient time left
for the outstanding debates. The very fact that I am
standing here now is because there was more time at
our disposal. If only out of respect for Mrs Viehoffs
repoq it would seem appropriate that more than one
of the 434 Members of this House should speak on it.
Perhaps, Mr President, I can help my colleague Mr
Forth. \7hile I am in no way an expert on au pair
girls, it seems to me that a parallel structure in the
context of the report would seem to indicate a need
for male au pairs. I iust proffer this as some sort of
suggestion in the circumstances, because Mr Forth's
question to Mr Spencer 
- 
and I am sorry he could
not answef it 
- 
seems to me to expose the nonsense
of what could be described as the substance of the
report. Here we are, the European Parliament,
supposed to be concerning ourselves with the compe-
tencies under the Treaty, engaging in an own-initia-
tive report on the position of au pairs in the Commu-
nity. Quite frankly, I think this is absurd.
Even if it were not absurd, clearly this is something
that the Member States themselves should be dealing
with. !7hy should we have a Community stance on
everything ? I think that those of us who will be
seeking re-election next June will have difficulty in
answering questions from voters as to why the dickens
we were spending a lot of taxpayers' money on a
report which had nothing to do with the European
Community. I believe that what is relevant here is for
the Community to allow Member States to look after
their own business. I7e here should only concern
ourselves with those things which the Community
can do better than the Member States separately.
So I say, Mr President, this is a clear case where we are
bringing the Community and this House into disre-
pute by engaging in things which are trifles and
totally irrelevant to the role of this Parliament and the
European Comm\rnity.
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President. 
- 
Ladies and gentlemen, I owe an expla-
nation to Mr Hord and also to Mr Pearce, who wished
to interrupt iust now. \Ve have two more reports to
consider after this one, and I have been expressly
asked to make sure that the debate on them is
concluded by eight o'clock, so that voting can begin
tomorrow at nine o'clock. I don't know whether the
previous President made any announcement, but if so
please forgive me for repeating it.
!U7e appear to have a few more minutes left. Mrs
Viehoff had five minutes. She spoke for eight minutes,
and the President made no comment. Help me as
usual to guide your discussions smoothly and we shall
certainly be finished with the two other reports as well
by about eight o'clock.
Mr Harris (ED).- Mr President, I had absolutely no
intention of taking part in this debate until I heard
the opening speech by Mrs Viehoff. I greatly admire
Mrs Viehoff. I remember well the day she came to this
Parliament; but on hearing her, I could not help
thinking that her heart is in absolutely the right place,
but her head, I am afraid, has led her into a lot of
nonsense.
You cannot, with respect, legislate in these fields. Of
course, we all want to see, as Mrs Viehoff says, the au
pair system flourish and extend for the reasons she
said. But when you try to legislate on these matters, I
am afraid the consequence will be, if anybody pays
any attention to us all 
- 
and I rather doubt that, parti-
cularly as her committee had only five members
present when this report was passed 
- 
they really
cannot get to grips with her recommendations. For
example, could I please refer you to paragraph 1l of
her report, which proposes an agreement based on the
standards above, setting down the rights and duties of
the host family and the au pair. Now what do we
suggest should go into such an agreement ? Are we
going to say, for example, that the au pair shall or
shall not do the washing up ? That is in many house-
holds quite an important duty of the au pair, but
surely it must be the responsibility of the au pair and
the employer to decide such questions.
My simple message to Mrs Viehoff and to others who
undoubtedly will vote for this report tomorrow is that
if they pass such a report and if we do introduce Euro-
pean legislation on this subject, it will kill stone-dead
the system of au pairs, because people will say, my
goodness, we do not want anything to do with this
because, no doubt, there will be some sort of penalties,
we shall be hauled up before the European Commis-
sion on Human Rights, the European Court of Justice
or some national court. I beg this House to have a
sense of proportion and to leave this to the good sense
of employers and employees, for if we meddle in this
we shall wreck it.
Mr Pearce (ED). 
- 
Mr President, the point I was
trying to get at is that this report seems to be inspired
by fine theory that we can respect, but there is no
expertise on this subject. \7hat I was going to ask my
frietrd, Mr Spencer, who is normally very knowledge-
able on all the matters that he speaks about, is what
his experience is of the system of au pairs. !7hat does
he know about au pairs ? \flhat has he had to do with
au pairs ? He admitted at the beginning that this was
not his subiect. !7e have had no firsthand evidence
from anlmhere in the House. I would agree with my
colleague and friend, Mr Harris, that we should throw
this matter out because we are not competent. \7e do
not know anything about it, and it is something
which will make a mockery of this House. $7'e are not
doing a service to au pairs. There are lots of things
that we can do for au pairs, but legislating like this is
not amongst them.
President. 
- 
Ladies and gentlemen, the rapporteur
has repeatedly been criticized personally for her
report. So I now call on her to speak.
You must remember that Mrs Viehoff is not
expressing her own views but those of her committee.
You must thus criticize the entire committee, and the
Committee on Social Affairs and Employment which,
despite voicing reservations, did finally deliver an
opinion in which a lot more than five people wete
involved. You must bear in mind that the opinion of
the Social Affairs Committee also raises a number of
questions which Mrs Viehoff has answered in her
rePort.
Mrs Viehoff (S), rapporteur. 
- 
(NL) I must honestly
say, I am slowly getting the feeling that it is a very
good thing that this report has been written. Hon-
ourable Members on the opposite side of the House
have said that the au pair system is so wonderful, and
that we are not asking for legislation but for recom-
mendations.
I can quote instances of au pairs for whom things are
not quite so wonderful, children in England who are
exploited and used as cheap labour under the au pair
system. It is significant that the reaction comes from
members on the opposite side of the House, precisely
the ones who, as we know, have people of that kind in
their homes and try to take advantage of them.
All we are after in this report is a system to ensure
that such things do not happen. The Council of
Europe has done excellent work on the subject. If
those on the other side of the House say that we are
not competent in the matter and know nothing about
it, then they speak for themselves and not for the
House as a whole.
Mr Spencer (ED). 
- 
Mr President, you gave Mrs
Viehoff an extra three minutes. You let all my
colleagues take my time and then you cut me off at
three minutes. Could I have one minute to complete
what I was going to say and to respond to the accusa-
tions ?
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President. 
- 
frfs, Mr Spencer, I cannot let you speak
again, or other members will be able to reopen the
debate.
Mr Dalsaget, Member of tbe Commission, 
- 
(DA)
Mr President, the Commission earlier stated its point
of view on au pair systems in its answer to the written
questions by Mr Herberg Mr Dinesen, Mrs Pruvot and
Mrs Schleicher. The Commission has no plans for
taking steps to include in Community decisions the
conditions for au pairs which are being put before the
honourable Members. As on earlier occasions, the
Commission is of the opinion that the Council of
Europe agreement on au pair systems is appropriate,
flexible and adequate. As Mr Tuckman has
mentioned, it is the personal attitudes and behaviour
of the parties involved which are crucial when it
comes to the success or failure of the system. S7e
share Mr Tuckman's opinion that official decisions
and excessive bureaucracy can wreck these individual
arrangements and possibly deter potential au pair girls
or boys and their host families from carrying out their
plans for an au pair arrangement.
I can support what is said in paragraph 7 of the
motion under debate, namely that the existing
problems must be solved by all Member States rati-
fying the Council of Europe agreement. As the
Commission has already pointed out during the
debate on this motion, we believe that strenuous
efforts must now be made to persuade the Member
States who have not yet signed or ratified the agree-
ment to do so, and at the same time we ought to
remember that, by their very nature, au pair arrange-
ments can give rise to very difficult legal problems in
these Member States which, despite the fact that to a
great extent they take advantage of such arrangements,
have not yet ratified the agreement 
- 
e.g. the United
Kingdom and the Nethedands, which have neither
signed nor ratified the agreement, and the Federal
Republic of Germany, which has only signed the
agreement. !(e will investigate the possibility of ap-
proaches to the Member States which have not yet
either signed or ratified the Council of Europe agree-
ment. In the meantime, we welcome the European
Parliament's initiative, which can help to make those
Member States concemed aware of this question, inas-
much as they now know that the matter has been
discussed and, of course, that is of considerable impor-
tance.
Mr Harris (ED). 
- 
On a point of order, Mr Presi-
dent, how can we, under any Rule of this Parliament,
treat this debate seriously when the Commission puts
up to reply to this debate 
- 
with very great respect to
Mr Dalsager 
- 
the Commissioner for Agriculture ?
How on earth can we treat this matter 
- 
either the
debate, the report or the reply from the Commission
- 
seriously if the Commission, even though it is a
collegiate body, puts up the Commissioner for Agricul-
ture to reply on the question of au pairs, although he
said excellent words and I agree with everything he
said. I respectfully suggest that the whole thing is a
nonsense.
Mr Dalsager,'lllember of tbe Commission. 
- 
(DA)
Mr President, I should like to point out that the
Commission is a collegiate body, which acts in a spirit
of solidarity on the question of au pair girls, as on
other matters, and therefore I have, of course, given an
answer on behalf of the whole Commission and not
simply as Commissioner for Agriculture.
President. 
- 
Ladies and gentlemen, the Commis-
sion is a collegial body and we must accept the situa-
tion.
The debate is closed. The motion for a resolution will
be put to the vote at the next voting time.
8. Raw tobacco
President. 
- 
The next item is the report (Doc.
l-841l83), drawn up by Mr Hord on behalf of the
Committee on Agriculture, on the
proposal from the Commission to the Council
(Doc. 526183 
- 
COM (83) 345 final) for a regula-
tion (EEC) amending Regulation (EEC) No 482182
providing for special aid for raw tobacco following
the earthquake in Italy in November 1980 and
derogating from Article 12 (a) of Regulation (EEC)
No 727170.
Mr Hord (ED), rapporteur. 
- 
Mr President, unlike
the last report dealing with au pairs, I would suggest,
that this report on tobacco is very important. It
certainly comes within the competences of the
Community, but I regret to say that if it had not been
for the likes of myself resisting the Council in its
demand for urgency and urgent decision without
report and without debate, we would not have had a
report at all. I must say that having resisted this twice,
both in the September plenary part-session and in
October, and thereafter having been appointed rappor-
teur, I found that my worst fears, on what is clearly an
unsatisfactory situation, were confirmed.
Mr President, probably not many people have read
this report. It concerns aid to tobacco growers who
were adversely affected by an earthquake. I will
remind this House that the earthquake in questioo
happened three years ago next month. The tobacco
growers were rightly offered aid in consequence of .the
damage that occurred. But so far as I am aware, today
not one ECU of Community aid has been made avail-
able to the tobacco growers who lost their crops and
many of their buildings in the ravages of the earth-
quake.
It seems that a lot of the good work which the
Community does, certainly in terms of the aid which
is granted under Chapter 69 tor emergencies, has
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gone for nought in this case. The idea of providing
imergency aid becomes a nonsense if none of it is
paid within three years of the event. But if that is not
bad enough, what we also find is that, in the two-year
period since the earthquake, the number of applica-
iions for aid 
- 
some 33 000 
- 
was three times the
number which the Commission and the authorities
estimated immediately after the earthquake. !7hat
many of us fear is that the poor people who lost out
in the earthquake of 1980 are not getting their iust
dues and that in the meantime we have a situation
where a very large number of tobacco growers 
-
33 000 
- 
see fit to claim aid. Not surprisingly, the
quantum of aid which was anticipated in November
or soon after November 1980 of some 20 m ECU was
found totally insufficient to deal with the 33 000 appli-
cations. The Italian authorities are suggesting that
they need 64 m ECU.
I find that this is an amazing situation. I believe that
it is an area 
-which very badly needs a thorough investi-
gation. I7hat is very clear to me and many other
people who have read the Commission's report is that
this is a situation where emergency aid has not been
used for the emergency and is being expended as
quasi-aid or subsidy or possibly even a seParate
market intervention system. Therefore, if that is the
case 
- 
the Commission report certainly points in
that direction 
- 
clearly there should be a detailed
investigation by Parliament's Ccimmittee on Budget-
ary Control.
What this House should be warned agairtst is a situa-
tion where we have the Council requesting urgency
on substantial sums of money, particularly after a long
period during which the Commission and Council
have been able to involve themselves with the matter'
and yet this Parliament has to rush the thing through
without report and without debate. In many ways the
more pressure for urgency, possibly the more there is
to be hidden. I think that this House should be on its
guard.
The Committee on Agriculture in its wisdom decided
to approve the increase of the emergency aid by the
Community from 20.3 m ECU to 40 m ECU, but I
think that in granting that approval, it did so because
it sincerely wanted those tobacco growers who were
affected by the earthquake to secure their compensa-
tion as quickly as possible. However, in granting that
approval, we in the committee are requesting the
Commission to report to Parliament following the
Commission's investigation into the situation, because
clearly, it is a most unsatisfactory chapter.
(Applause)
Mr Gatto (S). 
- 
(IT) W President, let me quickly
thank the rapporteur, Mr Hord, for his intelligent
approach to the task. I am not being sarcastic because
I agree entirely with the raPPorteur. I voted for his
report in committee and I am speaking in favour of it
here again now.
I must say, too, that I go along with the element of
criticism that runs through the report, because all in
all it reveals the concern which should be with MPs at
all times ; they should always be concerned about
understanding what is at the bottom of the bureau-
cratic red tape which smothers people at times.
During my many years, almost quarter of a century, as
a Member of Parliament in my own country I have
always been concerned about the complexity 
- 
to use
a more refined word 
- 
of bureaucratic operations.
However, when I came to the European Parliament I
discovered that Italy was not alone in being afflicted
and that this disease affects the Community. In my
view, these tobacco producers are victims of bureau-
cratic delays at both the national and Community
levels. If you ask me, this is what causes Mr Hord's
prot€sts. There is, however, a perfect balance between
the resolution and the explanatory statement. The reso-
lution rightly expresses forceful criticism, while the
explanatory statement informs Parliament of what has
happened and points out the truth of the fact that
Itaiian Government has moved extremely slowly and
the Commission, for its part, has responded with
equal slowness 
- 
and this was after an event which
was not an ordinary one.
Nothing should be said against the efficiency of the
authorities in the communes, Mr Hord. As far as they
are concerned, I really must point out that when every-
thing was in ruins the communal authorities conti-
nued to work under canvas. In this instance, therefore,
you cannot blame the local authorities. At the end of
a long bureaucratic process, of the 33 000 applications
which were submitted onl$ 31 000 were approved. I
have the feeling that someone may have been badly
treated among the 2 000 applications that were
rejected. Now, with this new allocation, the Italian
authorities are being asked to supplement if necessary
the sums set aside and definite deadlines for granting
the sums have been set. Let us hope things are on the
right road, and let me thank Mr Hord for the scolding
he has given us on this occasion.
(Applause)
Mr Cecovini (L). 
- 
(IT) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, this motion which we are debating on a
proposal to amend a previous regulation that has
already allocated 20 million for the production of
tobacco in areas of Italy brutally hit by the earthquake
is not, as a result, a new subject for us. Ifhat we have
to do today is simply to double the amount, and on
this the Council of Ministers has stated its agreement.
Must we forgo our role as spokesmen for public
opinion by denying these poor people what the
Commission is ready to give them ? If you ask me,
this would be a bad use of our institutional power. I
feel that the doubts expressed by both the rapporteur
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and Mr Gatto are reasonable but they affect another
aspect, another stage, of the problem, concerning the
bureaucrats and not the recipients of the aid. These
doubts will serve no positive purpose if their result
today is to slow down the procedure which has
already been started.
In my view, the practical answer is simply to approve
the regulation before us. Parliament cannot swim
against the stream without some reasonable justifica-
tion, especially in cases of such little general import
but of tremendods social significance for the people
involved. A refusal could easily be interpreted as a
gesture of hostiliry, and I do not think that this is
what is in Parliament's mind.
Furthermore, the proposed regulation fits in with the
Mediterranean policy which is talked about so much
here in this Parliament. Today's decision can therefore
be seen as an opportunity for a practical step in this
area. In Brussels last week an important agreement
was reached in the fruit and vegetables sector, an
agreement which opens the doors of the Community
to Spain and Portugal and which at the same time and
for the very first time offers a credible expression of
the problem of our Mediterranean policy. It would be
ridiculous if we took a step back now, as far as tobacco
growers are concerned. The European Parliament
would be risking its reputation if it behaved in such a
contradictory fashion.
Basically, I believe that this proposed regulation
should be approved and I can therefore say that it will
get the support of the Liberal and Democratic Group.
Mr Dalsager, .fuLember of the Commission. 
- 
(DA)
Mr President, this proposal for a regulation is a result
of the agreement in the Council on 15 and 17 May
1983 to increase Community appropriations under
Chapter 69 by 20 million ECU. This amount was ori-
ginally fixed at 20.3 million ECU under Article 4 of
Regulation 482182 providing for special aid for raw
tobacco following the earthquake in Italy in
November 1980 and derogating from Article l}a) ol
Regulation No 727170. The reason for this increase is
that the number of applications 
- 
as has been
mentioned, quite correctly, it is 31 000 
- 
is much
larger than was originally forecast on the basis of infor-
mation from the Italian authorities. The original
amount of 20.3 million ECU under chapter 59 of the
Communiry budget, to be granted to people in the
Community who became victims of natural disasters,
was carried over to the 1983 financial year, in order to
induce the Italian Government to pay out as much
money as possible as quickly as possible, and in the
proposal for a regulation under discussion in the
Council it was supplemented by a provision that provi-
sional aid of at least 20.3 million ECU should be paid
out before 3l December 1983. As a result of the large
number of applications for aid and the time needed
for administration in connection with the payments, it
has been decided, moreover, that the total aid shall be
paid out by 30 June 1984 at the latest. The conversion
rate for the aid into Italian lire is the rate applying on
the day the new regulation comes into force.
The appropriation needed to satisfy all the applica-
tions for aid is estimated at 64 million ECU. Since
Communiry financing amounts to only 40.3 million
ECU, it has been decided that any outlay over and
above the amount provided for in the Community
budget and paid out under the provisions of amended
Regulation No 482182 shall be defrayed by the Italian
state.
The rapporteur for the European Parliament's
Committee on Agriculture has 
- 
I believe 
- 
deli-
vered a favourable opinion. It appears, in any case,
from the actual committee document that this
opinion on this proposal has been adopted. This was
confirmed by the Committee on Agriculture on l0
October and by the Committee on Budgets yesterday.
But, at the same time, a number of observations were
made, mainly concerned with the following two ques-
tions: the reasons for the delay in using the initial
amount of 20.3 million ECU which was granted in
1982, and the reasons why the amount of aid which is
now considered to be necessary to satisfy all applica-
tions has trebled.
In connection with this first point, it should be
remembered that the deadline for submitting applica-
tions expired on 31 August 1982. lt is therefore incor-
rect to state that there has been a three-year delay in
using this amount. As the Italian authorities found
that the sums available were not commensurate with
the number of recipients, additional aid was thus
applied for in order to satisfy the applications as far as
possible. According to the Italian authorities' interpre-
tation of the regulation, all payments under this
arrangement were to be borne by the Community.
The Commission rejected this interpretation, but as 4
result of the Italian authorities'very real difficulties in
complying with the regulation, it was decided to
increase the original amount by another 20 million
ECU, to be entered under Chapter 59. The amount
which will be needed beyond this in order to
complete the payment of aid shall 
- 
as I said before
- 
be borne by the Italian authorities. Because of the
Italian authorities' uncertainty as to the total amount
of the aid, they were unable to start making the
payments. I7ith regard to the trebling of the amount
of aid needed in relation to the amount fixed in 1982,
I should like to point out that the Commission's ori-
ginal proposal was based on information from the
Italian authorities concerning the places which had
been particularly hard hit and on parricular types of
tobacco, and a decision was taken as to how the
Community's efforts should be directed. Since, for
legal reasons, the regulation must apply to the whole
of the hardest hit region and to all producers in that
region, the result has been that the number of applica-
tions for aid has been greater than was originally
expected.
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Mr Forth (ED).- Mr President, following what my
colleague Mr Harris said earlier, may I congratulate
the Commission on ensuring that it was the Agricul-
ture Commissioner who was here to answer an agricul-
tural debate ? !7e are very grateful.
President. 
- 
The debate is closed. The motion for a
resolution will be put to the vote at the next voting
time.
9. Safet! at sea
President. 
- 
The next item is the report (Doc.
l-773183), drawn up by Mr Kaloyannis on behalf of
the Committee on Transport, on the creation of a
European Foundation for Safety at Sea.
Mr Kaloyannis (PPE), rapPorteur, 
- 
(GR) Mr Presi-
dent, in support of my report, I would like to inform
the House that I. worked out the final text of my
report after considering all the proposals made by 
-y
colleagues in the Committee on Transport, after five
debates and a unanimous yote in favour of the report
during the last part-session on 2l September. As for
the opinion of the Committee on the Environment,
which contains doubts about, if not opposition to, the
need to create a Foundation for Safety at Sea, I would
reject it, apart from anything else, on the grounds that
as the objective of dealing with marine pollution is
not included in the final text of the motion, the
Committee on the Environment, Public Health and
Consumer Protection is not authorized to give an
opinion on the report being discussed. The fact that
increasing safety at sea and reducing accidents will
bring about an improvement in the marine environ-
ment in the long run certainly does not constitute a
counter-arSument.
The aims and responsibilities of the European Founda-
tion for Safety at Sea will be the following :
First to collate the results of research carried out in
this area by other organizations.
Second, to carry out supplementary and new research.
Third, to discuss safety strategies for international ship-
ping and mainly to promote marine technology. This
is an explanation which I am now adding orally and I
would like it to be considered as included at the end
of paragraph 2 (c) of the motion.
Fourth, to draw up practical proposals for imple-
menting Community policy in this field.
Fifth, to train the crews of ships so that they are in a
position to increase their own safety and the safety of
others.
At present there is no Community body which, by its
mandate and importance, resembles the one proposed.
However, considering the fact that the Community
fleet, after Greece's entry, is the biggest in the world
and that it will become even bigger as the Commu-
nity is enlarged to include Spain and Portugal, a foun-
dation of this kind is not only useful but also indis-
pensable. The Foundation will be a Community Foun-
dation and will be financed basically from the
Communiry budget. At the same time, however, it will
be possible for it to receive economic aid from public
and private institutions in order to carry out its aims.
Greece was selected as the seat of the Foundation by
the Committee on Transport because there is no
Community institution in Greece, because the Greek
fleet is the biggest in the Community, around 25 70,
and because an opportunity would thus be provided to
give some kind of support to the most disadvantaged
Community region.
Finally, the Commission is called upon to draw up
within a year draft legislation for setting up the Foun-
dation.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
There are still five Members down to
speak, including Mr Eisma, the joint rapporteur, and it
is now one minute to eight. We cannot proceed any
farther. I propose that we resume the debate tomorrow
immediately after the voting. Those who cannot be
here may ask another Member to represent them.
(The sitting was closed at I p.m) 1
I Agenda for next sitting: see Minutes.
i
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ANNEX
Votes
BUDGET 1984
The opinions of the Committee on Budgets sre contained in the report(Doc. 1-9001831C1 by Mrs Scrivener (decisions of the Committee on
Budgets, taken et the meeting ol 17-19 October 19t3, on dre draft omend-
ments and proposed modifications. For a detoiled occount of the voting,
see Minutes.
PFENNIG REPORT (DOC. L-Eeslts 'SECTTON I 
- 
PARLIAMENT):
ADOPTED
The rapporteur was :
- 
AGAINST Amendment No I
+
++
PFENNIG REPORT (DOC. t-896183'SECTION II 
- 
COUNCIL'): ADOPTED
I
4+
PFENNIG REPORT (DOC. t-Ee7lt3'ANNEX r 
- 
ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL
COMMITTEE'): ADOPTED
T
14
PFENNIG REPORT (DOC. 1-8e8/83 'SECTION IV 
- 
COURT OF JUSTICE'):
ADOPTED
+{+
PFENNIG REPORT (DOC. t-teetE3'SECTION V 
- 
COURT OF AUDITORS'):
ADOPTED
+{+
scRrvENER REPORT (DOC. t-9D0lt3 'SECTION III 
- 
COMMISSION'):
ADOPTED
!7ith regard to the motion for a resolution the rapporteur was :
- 
IN FAVOUR of Amendments Nos 4 and 5;
- 
AGAINST Amendments Nos I to 3.
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Explanations of aote
Sir Henry Plumb (ED). 
- 
After such a thorough examination this morning in this
House of the financial situation in the Community and budgetary requirements, I might
be allowed to speak very briefly on the decision of my group to vote against Amendment
No 563. That is, of course, the amendment to transfer to Chapter 100 the British rebate
for 1983.
As you know, my group sees this rebate not as a privilege, not as a favour, not as a conces-
sion, but as the irreducible minimum which Community solidarity requires to mitigate
the arbitrary operations of the Community's budgetary structure. On the face of it, there-
fore, we had little choice but to vote against this amendment. Yet, my grouP thought long
and hard alout supporting it over the last few days. !7e share Parliament's desire to parti-
cipate in the process begun at Stuttgart and leading up to Athens, the process of budget-
ary reform of the whole of the Community; and of course we understand the motives
which have today led our colleagues, honourable and conscientious men and women, to
the position they have adopted in voting for Amendment No 553.
However, it is the fear of my group that Parliament, without in any way wishing to
discriminate against the United Kingdom, without, probably, viewing itself as discrimi-
nating against the United Kingdom, may at the end of this and at the beginning of next
year use the British budgetary rebate as a means to put pressure on the Council. \fhile
my group will always play its full part in the institutional development of Parliament's
relations with Council, we should regard as illegitimate such a means of bringing pressure
to bear on our arguments, which, of course, are familiar to this House. I7ith geat regret
- 
and all the more regret because it separates us from some of our closest colleagues in
the House 
- 
my group therefore voted against Amendment No 563.
Mr Bonde (CDD. 
- 
@A) The budget on which we are voting today takes innocent
farmers hostage for the European Parliament's insistence on having more influence on
legislation in the European Community. The People's Movement rejects attacks on
farmers, those farmers who in 1982 earned only 84% of the income which $ey received
from agriculture in 1972, the year in which the farmers voted in favour of the high-price
paradise of the EEC. We do not believe the Danish Government's offical figures of a
premium of 14000 million kroner over world market prices, for when one considers the
different arrangements for aid from the European Communities and the Danish State,
one realizes that every farmer would be able to get four times his current annual income
if the money were not channeled through the European Community's ridiculous agricul-
tural systems. In 1981, the farmers'total income in our country amounted, in fact, to only
4 000 million kroner. Either there is something wrong with the official figures 
- 
as
indeed there is 
- 
or the agricultural arrangements are so crazy in the way they work that,
if one simply drew lots at random to introduce reforms, one could not avoid producing a
better result for the individual farmer. If, for example, we withdrew from the European
Communities in 1986, every full-time farmer alone could get over 100 000 kroner per
annum, namely the EEC contributions he had saved, but in 1982 the average farmer's
total income from agriculture was only 56 800 kroner, therefore outside the European
Communities one could even get a small payment for food delivered. \7e will not be a
party to actions taken against Danish or other farmers, and so we shall vote against the
Scrivener motion.
Mr Collins (S). 
- 
To put it frankly, I want to use this explanation of vote to convey a
warning to Council, because in the votes this morning every single line of the environ-
ment and consumer protection budget was approved either unanimously or nearly so and
thus we expressed our total opposition in this House to the huge cuts in this expenditure
recommended by the Council. I therefore appeal to the Council to see sense and to
reverse their attitudes to these sectors. After all, we are soon to have Council meetings on
both environmental and consumer protection, and everyone is hoping that at last the
Community will begin to take serious action in these areas. They are important. The
Community must become a community that has meaning to all its citizens 
- 
not least
in election year, I may say 
- 
and it must be concerned with the quality of life, the living
conditions of its people and with the health of their environment.
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The Council sometimes says that it agrees with these aims, but if we are to believe them,
then they must vote us the money. A 50 0/o reduction on consumer protection, which
accounts for only 0.005 % of Community expenditure, cannot possibly be the way to
make the EEC 'relevant' in the streets and work-places of Europe.
In addition, it is well known that there is a gross imbalance between industrial and busi-
ness Pressure-grouPs on the one hand and those representing the wider public irrterest.
For example, the lead-in-petrol campaign, which has been endorsed and led by this Parlia-
ment, has been supported widely and vigorously by consumer and environment groups.
Their resources are tiny in comparison with those of the great industrial lobby groups,
and this Parliament voted this morning to endorse support for them.
If they want to keep faith with their own declarations and with the democratic legitimacy
of this Parliament, then they must reverse their view and they must express support for
consumer and environmental policy.
Mr Ansguer (DEP). 
- 
(FR) Ladies and gentlemen, our budget discussion is taking
place only a few days before the Athens summit, at which the European Council of Minis-
ters will be considering the grave problems which face the Community.
Our debate naturally has an eye to this summit. S7e cannot hold our discussions in a
vacuum at a time when the European Council is about to debate a number of probleme
and, I hope, to solve them. For this reason we are in favour of this discussion, which may
exert a kind o( pressure on the Council.
Hglveve-n we cannot approve a number of decisions, in particular the holding in ie$erve
of EAGGF 3ppropriations to a total of 800 million ECU. !7e are not in favourbf btocking
these appropriations, even though the Commission needs appropriations to meet Commu-
nity commitments and has, precisely, blocked a number of financial resources.
This is gur position, then, ladies and gentlemen, which does not of course prejudge our
final decision when it comes to the second reading, for we fervently hope that the
Council meeting in Athens will yield decisions in favour of Community resowces, so that
the commitments we have entered upon can be upheld and new policies implemented,
thus strengthening the Community and enabling the Community as a whole to advance
along the lines which this House has often called for.
Mr Forth (ED). 
- 
In spite of the eccentricities of the votes of this House this morning
on some of ghe more absurd budget-lines, I am delighted to be able to vote fof the Scriv-
ener motion for a resolution. The reason is that it does enshrine Parliament's ogly stated
view on the community resources and the percentage of vAT. In paragraph 2, it rgiter-
ates the commitmeni entered into by the three institutions of the Community to conform
to the existing upper limit on the community's own resources 
- 
namely, I % of vAT.
In the light of the fortunate withdrawal of what might have been a disastrous resolution
in the name of Mr Arndt yesterday, I am therefore very happy to give my wholehearted
support to Parliament?s restatement of our commitment to th; 1% yAT ceiling
contained in the report in the name of Mrs Scrivener.
Mr Fich (S). 
- 
(DA) On behalf of the Socialist Group, I should like to say that the vote
today [ras been one of our more positive experiences in Parliament. It showed first aand
foremost that, when the political groups work together, it is possible to reach sensible
decisiqps.-A paclag9 of proposed modifications has been ariived at which, naturally,
contaids things which we all want to have, but also things which we do not want to have.
But all in all I believe that the package which has now been assembled in Parliament,
througlr our votes, is a balanced one in that all groups have had their most important
wishes tuken into account. For us, the most important thing has been that money has
been 4pproved for development and cooperation, for consumer protection and the envi-
ronmenq and for the Social Fund, and that at the same time, as far as agriculture and the
refunds to the United Kingdom and the Federal Republic of Germany are concarned,
things have been left open, so that after the summit in Athens we can again discuss whai
is to be done.
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KALOYANNIS REPORT (Doc. t-773183 
- 
SAFETY AT SEA): ADOpTED
Exltlanations of uote
Mr Moreland (ED). 
- 
I rise to give an explanation of vote because I shall be voting for
this resolution. I think I should correct my colleagues, Mr Harris. This was not a Greek-
orientated report. In fact, I think my colleagues on the Committee on Tranriport will
remember that Mr Kaloyannis actually got a rather rough time. It could be said that his
report got, if I may use the word, Klinkenborged, because most of it ended up as Mr Klin-
kenborg.
The second point I want to make as an explanation of vote is that I am glad to speak after
the Commission, because I do not think the Commission's answer is good enough. It is
all very well to talk about consultation procedures and 'when the time has come maybe
we will consider it', but we all know that the record of accidents at sea is bad and we need
to do something about it. Here we have a proposal which includes the upgrading of
training of crews at sea. So I really do not think that the Commission can stand back and
say : '\[ell, we will leave this aside for the few years ahead'. I(e really do have to have
something. I would hope, in fact, that this House will support it. Obviously it needs
further gpdy and examination, but we do need to take more positive acticin on the
problems of safety at sea and research into safety at sea than the Commission seems to be
envisaging today.
(Applause)
Mr Nyborg (DEP), in writing. 
- 
(DA) I shall vote against the motion for a resolution
which Mr Kaloyannis has presented on behalf of the committee on Transport. My
teasons, moreover, are set out in the document before us, in that I wish to draw attention
to the conclusions arrived at by Parliament's Committee on the Environment, Public
Health and Consumer Protection.
r#e have instruments for improving safety at sea. We have conventions. !7e have bodies
which can operate in the Mediterranean area.
During a period of shortages such as we are now passing through our citizens ie-and
that we use our limited financial resources in those areas where they are most needed. I
honestly believe that in the present circumstances the money can be used for something
else and something better.
The primary problem is that certain countries will not respect the rules for improving
safety at sea. It is not being a bit naive to believe that this situation will change simply
because the EEC is investing so many ECU in an institute on a Greek island ?
According to the report, the proposed centre would be responsible for 'organizing,
encouraging and coordinating the research which needs to be carried out at Communif
level ipto promoting safety standards at sea and the protection of the marine environment
and coastal areas'. In other words all action aimed, for example, at combating oil pollution
in the North Sea should come from a centre located in Greece. I am sorry; I don't
believe that.
Let us rather strengthen the consultation and the institutions which already exist. In this
important area the EEC should not turn in on itself but rather help in a more outward
looking effort. In this context we should bear in mind that, where safety at sea ig
concerned, we generally have to work together with countries which are not members of
the EEC.
This report has all the appearance of having been drawn up because it was felt for polit-
ical reasons that Greece should have an EEC institution. This is something I can sympa-
thize with but I honestly believe that one should show one's true colours. In the final
analysis Greece would perhaps be better served if instead of the centre the country were
given a sum of money equivalent to the cost of setting up an institute for safety at sea.
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The generals were not capable of taking any course of action other than throwing open
their vast country for the exclusive benefit of the large American multinational grouPs,
particularly in the agricultural and food sector.
The end of the dictatorship, which will, let us hope, be brought about by these elections,
will bring much relief to the Argentinian people, who have been imprisoned, tortured,
assassinated and abducted in order to make them accept the doctrine of the overriding
importance of national security and an ultra-liberal policy of capitulation to foreign
priiate interests. The militant workers, the Communists and the Peronists in particular
have been particularly hard hit by a savage repression. The tragedy of the persons missing
in Argentina since 1976, estimated by Mr Cariglia's rePort as being in the region of
30 000, will never be forgotten by the Argentinian people. This tragedy is in itself a ter-
rible condemnation of the Argentinian military r6gime, which is abhorred by an entire
people. It is for this reason and because of our solidarity with this people that we shall
vote in favour of the report.
Mr Lalor (DEP), in writing, 
- 
I am voting positively in the fullest support of the Cari-
glia report and resolution. !7ith the rapporteur and his resolution, I would exhort the
Foreign Ministers, in political cooperation, to continue to put the maximum Pressure on
the Argentine authorities to release all political prisoners. The principal requirement
should be for the fullest report on what has happened to the missing children and for a
full accounting of what has been their treatment over the past six years.
The ideal would be the impartial inter-nation inquiry by the UN General Secretary called
for in the resolution.
CATHERTWOOD REPORT (DOC. 1-78s183 
- 
EEC/ISRAEL): ADOPTED
SCH\UTIENCKE REPORT (DOC. 1.757183 
- 
EUROPEAN FOUNDATION):
ADOPTED
Explanations of oote
Mr Kallias (PPE), in writing. 
- 
(GR) In voting for the motion for a resolution
contained in the Schwencke report, I should like to stress that one of the cornerstones of
the policy of a united Europe which we are actively pursuing is the common heritage of
European culture. It is the richest culture in history. It is derived from many sources. It
was iounded originally on the spirit of ancient Greece which is the source from which
today's achievements in creative art, technical development and the reorganization of
contemporary democratic institutions have developed.
The views which have been expressed show that the European Foundation has an impor-
tant mission to perform, and I sincerely hope that we shall respond to this.
The closest possible links should be maintained with the European Parliament and with
that truly remarkable organization, the Youth Forum. The European Foundation should
not ignore history nor the authority of the Council of Europe'
I believe that one of the first tasks of the Foundation should be to publish a history of the
European spirit. It would serve the purpose if the outstanding 'History of the European
Spirii', representing half a century's work by its author, the Greek professor and academic
Panagiotis Kanellopoulos, were translated into one of the international languages, French
or English.
HORD REPORT (DOC. t-84r183 
- 
RA\ur TOBACCO): ADOPTED
+
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The interference which the Political Affairs Committee's resolution calls for is aimed at
encouraging and supporting reactionary forces and Pol Pot's genocidal group as well as
other right wing gangs and the pathetic r6gime of Sihanouk, who represints the ephem-
eral so-called tripartite government.
Paragraph 3 of the motion for a resolution shows clearly that the EEC is an unswerving
ally of the executioners of the Cambodian people.
Because of all this we condemn qnd reject the Political Affairs Committee's proposal, and
call on the Council and the Commission of the European Communities to abJtain from
any interference in the internal affairs of the Cambodian people.
Mrs Th6obald-Paoli (sl, in writinc.- eq In cambodia a barbarous tyranny has been
followed by a distressing foreign occupation.
The Community's approach to this problem must be a twofold one aimed at
- 
helping all the victims of the war, irrespective of which authority they are subject to,
- 
working for a negotiated solution which will reestablish the independence of
Cambodia and the right of its people to live under a democratic r6gime.
The report before us is certainly prompted by good and generous intentions. However, it
takes the wrong approach to the problem by
- 
virtually reducing the entire Cambodian tragedy to a simple confrontation between
Vietnam and Cambodia,
- 
confining humanitarian aid to certain sectors of the population, even though the
entire population deserves to be helped.
The political solutions advanced are neither sufficiently dynamic nor sufficiently original
to cope with such a serious and complex problem.
The Socialist Group regrets therefore that it cannot follow the lead given by the rappor-
teur, whose contribution to the report it considers too one-sided. Nevertheless, in oider
that the voice of Europe can be heard on this tragedy which is a cause of such deep
concern to us, we shall confine ourselves to abstaining in the vote.
CARIGLTA REPORT (DOC. t-e02t83 
- 
PERSONS MTSSTNG rN ARGEN-
TINA): ADOPTED
The rapporteur was :
- 
IN FAVOUR of Amendment No l.
Explanations of tote
Mr Chambeiron (COM), in writing. 
- 
(FR) For the first time in ten years the people
of Argentina are going to the polls next Sunday. The generals are finally bowing out.
The people of Argentina are at one in hoping for an end to the dictatorship. The disas-
trous results of the economic management of the military regime cannot be overlooked,
even if, of course, it is liberty above all that the Argentinians want. Argentina today is a
severely ailing country, as is clear from the following :
- 
debts to the tune of 40 000 m dollars,
- 
an inflation rate of 350%,
- 
l5% of the work-force unemployed,
- 
complete surrender to the conditions imposed by the IMF, which is calling for drastic
austerity measures.
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Mr Wurtz (COM). 
- 
(FR)The Political Affairs Committee could not have made a more
ominous chLice to draw uf this report than that of the ltalian Neofascist, Mr Romualdi,
who has, as everyone knows, a lOng experience, extending over half a century, of democ-
racy, human rights and the liberty of peoples.
\Ufle find the thinking behind this report and the conclusions reached in it less than
surprising. Neither arJwe surprised byihe fact that it glosses over in complete silence the
hor.ors o-f the Lom Nol r6gime, whiclr was foisted on the country by the United States in
the seventies, nor by the b'iand allusion to the 'excesses' committed after 1975, this word
being used to refer'to the extermination of three million people under the iron yoke of
the butcher Pol Pot.
It is this astonishing line of thinking that leads the rapporteur to ask us to grant Commu-
nity aid to an extreire right-wing faition and to the last representa-tives of the torturers of
the' Khmer people. Ttre-re is n-o need for me to inform the House that the French
Communist Members and their allies scornfully reiect a demand so unworthy of this
House and will vote against the report.
As far as the present situation in Cambodia is concerned,,you_ought-to know, Mr Romu-
aldi, Mr von Iiismarck and Mr Isra€l, that in Cambodia today the markets have been reop-
.i.a, .on.y is circulating, family life is back to normal and the education and health
systems have been ,..rt.ilirh.d. This is, after all, a considerable achievement. This also
e'xplains why, if they had to make a choice, it is quite::tt"in that the Cambodians would
opi fo, Heni'Samrin and the Vietnamese. I should explain thatthis o-ssessment of the situ-
aiion is a v"erbatim quotation from Norodom Sihanouk in the Matin de Paris of 14
February 1980.
president. 
- 
I would ask colleagues to be very careful when using words such as 'fascist'
or'neofascist'. I regard this as a very serious accusation'
Mr Heagerup (L). 
- 
(DA) I am very grateful to you for y_o-ur statement. As the acting
chairman-of the committee i should like to point out to Mr !7urtz and to Parliament as a
whole that this report comes from the Political Affairs Committee.and not from an indi-
vidual Member. f regard this as sufficient reason for disassociating oneself from the
remarks made by the preceding speaker.
(Applause)
Mr Enright (S). 
- 
I in no way wish to enter into the dispute about the politics-of the
affair. Thi Soiiatist Group certainly condemns the occupation of any country by a loreign
pover and we would make that absolutely clear. Therefore, even though we shall be
voting agpinst this report, we are not voting against it because we aPProve of Vietnamese
troopi b-.irrg in Kampuchea. !7e are voting ,g.in:! it because it shows no concern
orhatsoe"e, Ior the suffiring children of Kampuchea. Had this report said that they would
produce funds, that they would back funds 
-for Unicef and the work that Unicef is doingin Kampuchea, then wi could have voted for it with a full and gladsome heart. As it is,
we urge everybody to vote against it, and if you vote against it we know it is not because
yo., rippo.t'Vietnamese troops being in Kampuc-hea ;.you vote against it because you
it int ttrrt more humanitarian expreisions could have been Put into this report I will
gladly sign any resolution put forward by any member of any group in this Parliament
ini.i, r"-y. thai there should be extra funds to assist Unicef as well as condemning Vietna-
,n.r. troopr. For heaven's sake, let us do something positive for a change, instead of some-
thing which is merely negative !
Mr,Adamou (COM), in wriring. 
- 
(GR) !fle regard the Political Affairs Committee's
resolution as bare-faced and unacceptable interference in the internal affairs of an inde-
pendent ,and sovereign state, the Piople's Republic of Cambodia. The governmen-t of
i{eng Sanrin is the le-gitimate gonernment of that country, exercising de iure and de facto
authiriry over Cambo-dia as a whole.'A government that put an end to the genocide of thc
Camboiian people, is progressing suicessfully with ihe restoration of the country's
economic ani social life and is pursuing a policy of peace in foreign affairs-
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The Report of Proceedings records in an annex the rapporteur's positioh
on the various amendments as well as explanations of vote. For dlails of
the voting the reader is refemed to the Minutes of the sitting.
ANNEX
Votes
VANDEMEULEBROUCKE REPORT (DOC. 1-808/E3 NON-NUCLEAR
ENERGY): ADOPTED
SEELER REPORT (DOC. 1-4e3lt3 
- 
cATl): ADOpTED
The rapporteur spoke:
- 
IN FAVOUR OF Amendments Nos 2, 4, 6, g, lO, 13, 14, 23, 25, 26 and 2t;
- 
AGAINST Amendments Nos 5, 8, 12, U, 20 to 22, 24,27 and, 29.
ROMUALDI REPORT (DOC. t-Bo2ls3 
- 
CAMBODIA): ADOPTED
Explanations of aote
Mr Vankerkhoven (PPE). 
- 
(FR) The resolution before us deserves our support. It
denounces, and rightly so, the fact that a Vietnamese expeditionary force ls being lept in
Cambodia. This is quite clearly a cynical violation of the sovereign! of the KhmIr people
and of the decisions of the United Nations General Assembly, is well as being , furthe,
evidehce of Soviet expansiorlism, which in the period between 1975 and 1979,7ften with
the help of Cuban or Vietnamese intermediaries, has extended its influence to embrace a
further 100 million people in seven countries.
The resolution bears witness to our solidarity with the National Front of the Cambodian
people, whose admirable determination gives them an honourable part in that vast move-
ment ' which takes.the form of dissidence in some places and of resistance in others 
-that is rising up to set its face against Cofnmunist totalitarianism, from the paddy-fields of
ancient Indochina to the African savannahs and from the mountains of Afghanistan to
the streets of rVarsaw and Gdansk.
Finally, it deserves our support for its request that medical and humanitarian aid to the
cambodian people, so sorely ravaged for so long a time, should be sent through the
former Prime Minister, Son San, and Prince Sihanouk, whose organizations must "be put
in a position to forestall any further resurgence of the Khmer Rorg. r6gime.
I shall vote {or this resolution in the hope that its adoption will help towards that restora-
tion of democracy that we all desire so ardently and that has becomi even more urgent in
the light of reliable information reaching us that a Vietnamization of Cambodia ii to be
feared as a consequence of large-scale transfers of people organized by the North Vietna-
mese Government.
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doubts whether the particular proposal put forward in
the resolution is the best means of achieving the prin-
cipal aims put forward in the proposal. The Commu-
nity already possesses machinery for organizing its
research programme and, as part of the four year
research programme we are already drawing up a
programme which could include as one of its aims
safety at sea and protection of the maritime environ-
ment. Our system ensures that there is no overlapping
where the Member States are concerned. Research is
supported in all areas where there is a genuine
Community interest and where there is an ongoing
dialogue between the Commission and the authorities
responsible for national research programmes. It is
our fear that the institute in the form which it is here
being proposed will be an isolated organ which will
result in overlapping and create confusion in the
system which is already operating quite satisfactorily.
The resolution also refers to training. \fe also under-
stand what the resolution is attempting to achieve in
this area, but we are by no means certain that the crea-
tion of a new institute for this purpose will be lustified
in view of the fact that well established bodies already
exist for this purpose in the Community.
The Commission can therefore not support the resolu-
tion as it now stands. However, I shall also see to it
that the Commission considers any other proposal
which Parliament puts forward with a view to the
future establishment of an EEC body in Greece. That
is not the issue where the Commission is concerned.
It is that the Commission has serious doubts about
the need for precisely the type of institution which is
here being proposed.
President. 
- 
The debate is closed.
Vote I
8. Adjournment of tbe session
President. 
- 
I declare adjourned the session of the
European Parliament. 2
(Tbe sitting was closed at 11.)0 a.m)
I Motions for resolutions entered in the Register (Rule 49 of
the Rules of Procedure) 
- 
Forwarding of resolutions
adopted during the sitting 
- 
Deadline for tabling amend-
ments 
- 
Dates for next part-session : see Minutes.
2 See Annex.
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shortly be supporting the choice of the UK for the
location of the Trade-marks Bureau against the inter-
ests of my own country 
- 
so that no one can then
say the UK must also get something, let us invent a
Trade-marks Bureau 
- 
in the same way this institu-
tion should be located in Greece just as it was only
natural that we should have appointed Mr Kaloyannis
as rapporteur, it being to the credit of the Greeks that
they have concerned themselves with this safety resolu-
tion. \U7e shall, therefore, heartily endorse this report.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I must, nonetheless, correct you on a
small point : you stated that my country, Luxembourg,
is not a maritime country. It is true that it does not
have a seaboard but there are a number of ships on
the high seas which fly the Luxembourg flag.
Mr Seefeld (S), Cbainnan of' the Comnittee on
Transport. 
- 
(DE) Mr President, on that very point I
should like to make a few remarks, particularly as two
colleagues during the debate have expressed doubts as
to the usefulness of our report.
Since the first enlargement of the European Commu-
nity, and even more since the accession of Greece,
shipping has been growing in importance as an
element in any common transport policy. The
problem is only aggravated by the fact that despite
various promptings from this Parliament the Commu-
niry has done hardly anything in this important field.
Here I should like to tell the House that one of the
two Presidents of the Council of Transport Ministers
who have been in office during the period in ques-
tion, that is to say, the Greek Minister for the
Merchant Marine, Mr Katsifaras, told the Transport
Committee of this House last week that the Commu-
nity should use its strong position in world shipping
to develop an active shipping policy and that techno-
cratic obstacles in the way must be overcome.
One of the vulnerable points of world shipping is
safety. Under pressure from the present crisis, there is
a tendency to neglect safety regulations, employ
unqualified personnel and put back into commission
ships that are obsolete and substandard. All this endan-
gers human lives, especially the lives of ships' crews,
and does tremendous damage to the economy and,
not least, to the environment.
As a result of specific questioning and discussion, the
Commission has admitted that it is not in a position
to adequately assess the results of scientific research
and to develop on this basis proposals for the improve-
ment of safety. Members of the Transport Committee
are aware that questions of safety at sea are dealt with
in numerous international bodies, as Mr Eisma has
rightly said; but this is the very reason why we
consider it important that the Community should
take up in these bodies a resolute and united attitude
that is properly and scientifically prepared. That is
why we want this foundation.
The second important task, on which Mr Klinkenborg
has spoken at length and I should like to dwell on the
point, is training for survival in the broadest sense, the
preparation of crews for what they have to do in an
emergency, which is never to be ruled out. Here, too,
such a foundation could fill a gap, and this is what we
want to do. It is no argument against the Transport
Committee's proposal if the Committee on the Envi-
ronment, Public Health and Consumer Protection
comes to the conclusion that environmental considera-
tions provide no proof of the need for suih a new
institution, for the establishment of a Foundation for
Safety at Sea is necessary for reasons connected with
transport alone. Mr Eisma, author of the opinion of
the Committee on the Environment, Public Health
and Consumer Protection, has already told the Trans-
port Committee that his committee could revise its
negative attitude if the need for such a foundation
proceeded from transport considerations alone. I think
we have already proved this.
Among all the other elements to be considered, one
last argument relating both to transport and to integra-
tion problems should not be forgotten. As several
speakers have already said, the accession of Greece has
brought the Community into a prominent position in
world shipping. There would be much symbolic
meaning in locating in Greece the first Community
institution to be set up in this field, for this would
signify that Greece is an important part of our
Communiry where shipping problems are of especial
importance. Obviously, the research and all the tasks
we have here proposed could there be tackled on the
spot.
As committee chairman, I wish to thank the author of
this initiative, Mr Lagakos, the rapporteur, Mr
Kaloyannis, and all those who have helped to draw up
this report and, through the representatives of all
groups in the Transport Committee, to adopt it unani-
mously.
(Applause)
Mr Dalsager, Member ol tbe Comntission. 
- 
(DA)
Mr President, the Commission fully appreciates the
idea behind this resolution, namely that Greece does
not have a Community institution on its territory and
that those who tabled the resolution are anxious that
Greece should have such an institution. In the
Commission's view this in time will become a highly
desirable and natural development, but at the same
time wishes to point out that the European Parliament
itself rejected the idea of setting up a European
research institute.
The Commission naturally understands the impor-
tance of training maritime personnel. However, it
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more European institutes to deal with coastal matters'
!(hat we should be doing, I said 
- 
and it was
endorsed 
- 
was making funds available to help the
work that was going on in various institutes which
already exist and that we should not be setting up yet
another one.
Therefore, with reluctance, I personally shall vote
against this report. As I say, I would like a recorded
vote just to show how many people are actually here
to pass this document.
President. 
- 
I have taken note of three points you
made. First, you were not speaking on behalf of your
group. Secondly, you asked for an electronic vote.
Thirdly you will be voting against the resolution.
Mr Lagakos (S). 
- 
(GR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, if today's report is passed it will set in
motion the integration of a procedure for founding, in
my own country as a full member of the European
Communites, a Community body with the function of
a European Foundation for Safety at Sea.
As I suggested in the motion for a resolution
submitted on 19 April 1982, Gytheio, in the southern
part of the Peloponnese, is geographically the most
central and most suitable location for such a Founda-
tion, particularly in view of the future accession of
Spain and Portugal.
As we know, many international and other organiza-
tions have considered the matter of safety at sea from
time to time. The purpose of the proposed Founda-
tion, however, would be to coordinate at Community
level all the past efforts by all those bodies, and to
promote new technology that would anticiPate and
prevent disasters instead of just issuing instructions
and regulations for rescue operations once the disas-
ters have taken place.
I believe that such a Foundation would help to reduce
shipwrecks, save human lives and avoid the terrible
pollution of the seas caused in the past by disasters
like the'Amoco Cadiz'.
tU(ith the aid of computers, codified information and
with coordination by the Foundation for Safety at Sea,
it would nowadays even be possible for us to combine
new technology in the field of safety at sea with
biotechnology, and to set up new programmes so that
all the Community's Member States can derive benefit
directly from the coordination and well-considered
distribution of the activities.
lUflithin the framework of the'Foundation's parallel
activities it might also become easier to set up a Euro-
pean Bureau of Measurements and Standards, which
would be responsible for coordinating activities taking
place at the national level for common certifications
and common recognition of control procedures.
Finally, I would like to thank my colleague, Mr
Kaloyannis, and all those colleagues in all the political
groups who serve on the Transport Committee, who
were co-signatories to my original motion for a resolu-
tion and who unanimously approved the present
report in its entirety.
(Applause)
Mr Janssen van Raay (PPE). 
- 
(NL) I have asked
to speak of my own accord in order to respond to Mr
Harris, on behalf of my group, because the group
supports this. Naturally we have given no thought to
providing Greece with an institute of whatever sort,
whether it deals with safety at sea, research into the
stars or research into olive oil This is not our concern,
the Transport Committee is a responsible committee.
\7hat does concern us is the fact that Europe consists
of nine seafaring powers. As it happens, Mr President,
your country is not one of them. But my own country
has been a seafaring nation for centuries, and the UK,
!7est Germany and France are also maritime Powers.
However, with the accession of Greece we now have
the largest fleet in the world. Greece has been a
seafaring nation far longer than any other member of
the EEC. Let me remind you of that I There is no
safety at sea. Our seamen are at this very moment
insufficiently protected ! That is why we, the Trans-
port Committee 
- 
I say this particularly on behalf of
my colleague Mr Hoffmann, who is also a member of
the Transport Committee, while Mr Klinkenborg
spoke purely personally 
- 
trust that the European
Parliament, in the interest of our seamen, in the
interest of their safety and in the interest of their lives,
will make a serious effort to do something about this
to prove that we take this whole matter seriously and
that we are not satisfied. That is the reason for an insti-
tute.
And now to the heart of the matter: Mr Harris has
been critical of the fact 
- 
and this is precisely why I
asked to speak 
- 
that my group appointed a Greek.
Now three things can happen when someone from a
particular country is appointed 
- 
(a) he is so subiec-
tive that he thinks only of his own country's interests ;
(b) he is so subiective that he harms that country's
interests; (c) in all obiectivity he proceeds in a respon-
sible manner.
It is an objective fact that in Greece we now have the
largest fleet in Europe. At this point I would add 
-and I hope that my Greek friends will not take this
amiss as they know I am a friend of Greece 
- 
that
the Greek fleet also has the reputation of being the
least safe of all the fleets. Consequently it is to the
credit of Mr Kaloyannis that he is prepared 
- 
he said
as much yesterday in his introductory speech 
- 
to
take on this responsibility to show the world that
Greece too is serious about conforming to standards,
which are not high enough here for that matter, let
me say that 
- 
this is the precise reason for wanting
to set up such a body. And if we now consider where
the institute should be sited, then I would say to my
colleague Mr Harris, just as in all probabiliry I shall
No l-305/234 Debates of the European Parliament 28. 10. 83
Klinkenborg
First, we do not have the impression that what is
offered to us in these docurnents represents everything
that this foundation has to take over. At the same
time, it is not our job to elaborate texts while those on
the administrative side, the Commission, sit back and
watch us work without offering to help themselves.
Secondly, we were prompted by political considera-
tions to vote for this report in its present form in the
Transport Committee, and on behalf of my group I
may say that we shall be voting for it here in plenary
sitting. In addition, there were certain practical,needs.
The political reasons are easily described. For us, it
was a matter of completing, at least symbolically,
Greece's incorporation in the Community. Greece is
the only Member State that so far has no Community
institutions. lVhen we are thinking of institutional-
izing Something like this, the solution we adopt must
have some practical sense. In the sphere of transport,
and more particularly in that of shipping, we have to
ask ourselves whether our Greek friends do not
occupy a special position within the Community
which can be put to good use when planning what we
want to achieve with international agreements.
As for the practical needs, Mr Eisma is right in saying
that attention is being paid to a great many things
connected with shipping, but one thing is overlooked,
and it is, I think, for the Parliament to point this out.
\tr7hat I am referring to is the loss of lives at sea. Each
year hundreds of lives are lost, and so far no one has
had the idea of considering how these losses can be
reduced.
There are three main causes. The first is the worst :
ignorance of what must be done on the vessel in ques-
tion and how it should be done to save one's life
when danger occurs. The second is inc4pacity, due to
the fact that the taking of right decisions has never
been practised. The third is that within the Commu-
nity, and,, indeed, throughout the world, there is no
survival training for those who go to sea and expose
themselves to extreme danger.
In our view, these are sufficent reasons for putting the
human aspect first in any research that is done and,
instead of taking the Commission at its word 
- 
for
the Commission considers we have already done
enough research 
- 
setting up a research body in the
interests of humanity and the saving of life.
Thirdly, we consider that such a foundation should
study how personal safety can be enhanced beyond
our present level of knowledge, how work on direc-
tives and on technical equipment can ensure that we
come closer to this aim and in the long run make
further proposals signifying at least a modicum of
additional safety for all those at sea.
Fourthly, we consider that this research institute
should be given the passive task of collating the
results of research done elsewhere and publishing it in
handy form so that those who are the subject of this
research can profit from it and it does not remein
wasted effort. Others may disagree with me on the
capacity of the present Commission to do this work:
in my view, it cannot.
(Altltlausc)
Mr Harris (ED).- Mr President, I'm not speaking
on behalf , of the European Democratic Group ; I am
speaking quite personally. I do so because I have very
deep reservations not iust about this report and the
subiect matter contained in it but about the way in
which the European Parliament 
- 
and we are all
guilty of this 
- 
approaches this type of initiative. I
make no real comment or complaints about it, but
perhaps it is interesting to note that this report was
started by a motion sponsored by one of our Greek
colleagues. The rapporteur happens to be Greek and
perhaps it is a coincidence that the recommendation
is to set up an institute in Greece. Actually, I make no
complaint about that. I am not arguing that if such an
institute is set up it should not be in Greece. My point
is whether or not this is the right procedur€ for
approaching these matters.
Could I now give formal notice that I shall ask for an
electronic vote at the end of the debate iust to register
how many people are going to approve or reject this
report ? I suspect they will approve it.
However my complaint really is focussed on the basic
question which was dealt with by Mr Eisma himself.
This is what we should be concerned with. Do'we
need such an institution ? Mr Klinkenborg was, honest
enough to admit that, at least in the minds of the
Committee on Transport, a big factor was the political
one. Greece has not got an institute, therefore Greece
should have an institute, therefore it would bp a good
idea that such an institue should be placed in Greece.I think that is quite wrong. $fle should address
ourselves to the question : 'Do we need such an insti-
tute ?' I, for my part, wholly endorse the remaiks
made by Mr Eisma and, indeed, the opinion of .the
Committee on the Environment, Public Health and
Consumer Protection.
On the evidence contained in this report, I do not
think 
- 
and I say this quite honestly 
- 
that we need
such an institute. It is clear from this report. It is
brought out in the opinion of the Committee on the
Environment, Public Health and Consumer Protec-
tion, that there is a veritable plethora of bodies
involved in this whole subject. I really do not think
that by adding another one we are going to make the
picture any clearer or any hetter, least of all for those
who are at sea.
Could I say that I speak with some minimal authority
on this subject because I had the honour some'two
years ago of being the rapporteur for the Committee
on Regional Policy and Regional Planning, on the
question of a coastal charter. I said in that report, and
it was endorsed by the House, that there should be no
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Mr Dalsager, Metnbcr of thc Comntission. 
- 
(DA)
Mr President, Mr Maher has asked me the direct ques-
tion whether the Council is represented at this confer-
ence. This does not appear in the report I have, which
was drawn up by the Commission's participant' I
doubt whether that was the case since normally it is
the Commission which represents the Community at
international conferences of that sort.
President. 
- 
The debate is closed.
7. Safetl at sea (continuation)
President. 
- 
The next item is the continuation of
the debate on the report (Doc. l-773183) by Mr
Kaloyannis. I
Mr Eisma (Nll, draftsman of the opinion for tbe
Committee on the Enaironment, Public Healtb and
Consumer Protection. 
- 
(NL) I must say at the outset,
Mr President, that the procedure for dealing with this
report has been very awkward. On Monday we heard
that it was on the agenda for this week' The docu-
merlts were not available: they had to be transmitted
to Strasbourg by teleprinter and before they could
arrive' the deadl'ine for tabling amendments had
passed. That could be one of the reasons why not a
single amendment to this report has been tabled ;
many Members may have found themselves in the
same situation as myself.
I spoke on behalf of the Committee on the Environ-
ment, Public Health and Consumer Protection on this
report which calls for an institute to be set up in
Greece to cover safety at sea.
In the original motion for a resolution which formed
the basis of this report, it was expressly stated that a
European institute was needed for safety at sea and
that the relevant organization and coordination was to
further the requisite research into ,all possible means
of combating maritime and coastal pollution. The
report was rightly forwarded to the Committee on the
Environment, Public Health and Consumer Protec-
tion as the committee asked for an opinion.
The committee fully agreed with the obiective, but
wondered whether it would best be served by setting
up a new institute. Our committee feels that the appro-
priate instruments are international treaties, decisions
by the Council of Ministers and Commission propo-
sals. And even though the situation at sea is quite
unsatisfactory, spectacular results could be achieved in
the short-term through rigorous application of
existing conventions and regulations and by means of
checks. Consequently there is no need for a new insti-
tute but mercly the political will of Member States
and the cooperation of the Commission. This is the
result of an extensive inquiry carried out by the
rapporteur, on behalf of the Committee on the Envi-
ronment, Public Health and Consumer Protection.
In the motion for a resolution by Mr Kaloyannis,
which we have before us now, any reference to mari-
time or coastal pollution has been removed. I wonder,
then, whether the Committee on the Environment,
Public Health and Consumer Protection, in whose
name I am speaking, is indeed the proper advisory
body.
Given that under paragraphs 2a and 2b the new insti-
tution is to include among its tasks the evaluation of
research conducted by other bodies, the carrying out
of supplementary research and the entrusting of
research to others, I am most surprised that the
Committee on Energy and Research was not asked for
an opinion. According to the Linkohr report which
we debated several months ago, that committee is
against setting up new research institutes. Parliament
confirmed this a few months ago with a large
majority. Around the world there are a good number
of excellent governmental, industrial and university
institutes which conduct research into shipbuilding,
navigation and safety at sea. Cannot and should not
the coordination of such research, with a view to a
Community policy, be done by the Commission ? I
should very much like to hear the Commissioner's
views on this and I should also like to know what the
Commission thinks about setting uP a new institute.
Are we only concerned here with safery at sea in
terms of maritime but not environmental aspects, in
other words how does the Commission view the
rapporteur'g proposal for the creation of an institute in
Greece ?
As far as training is concerned there are also plenty of
facilities. I shall not enumerate them here. There are
numerous institutes in Europe and elsewhere which
have good training prpgrammes. So a new institute is
unnecessary. All that is needed is for the Commission
to provide an impetus to get all this onto a Commu-
nity basis and to put it to good use.
Mr President, I realize I have been speaking only
partly, if at all, in the name of the Committee on the
Environment, Public Health and Consumer Protec-
tion and my closing remarks actually go beyond my
terms of reference as rapporteur for that committee.
But my conclusion is that no new institute is needed,
either for training or for the other aspects raised by
Mr Kaloyannis.
To sum up then on behalf of the committee: this
committee does not accept the need of a new insti-
tute, and certainly not in relation to environmental
and coastal pollution.
Mr Klinkenborg (S). 
- 
(DE) Mr President, I wish to
make four brief points on the rePort now before us.t See previous day's debates.
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The 1982 report on the situation of agriculture in the
Community gives figures for the trade balance deficit
in wood (12000 million ECU in 1980). In the mean-
time the situation has become so bad that imports of
wood and forest products represent the third biggest
area of expenditure after energy and the agricultural
and food sector.
The truth is that the Community has not yet been
able to devise a genuine Community forestry policy,
except for some ioint action on forestry in certain
Mediterranean regions (Italy and France). The Gatto
reporg which was adopted by this House at the last
part-session, is a significant step towards the inar;gura-
tion of a Community policy, which will, however,
sooner or later need to be better coordinated if it is to
be fully effective.
A Community policy on wood must address itself to
the problems of increased protection for the tropical
forests, not only from the point of view of the need to
ensure the necessary timber supplies for the Commu-
nity but also from the point of view of the conserva-
tion of these forests, which should be regarded as
giant lungs sending oxygen coursing through the
veins of our planet, as regulators of the climate and as
guardians and protectors of hundreds of thousands of
natural balances.
Another problem is that we must rethink our ideas on
forest policy so that it is seen as part of an overall
intercontinental vision giving equal weight to the
ecological and the commercial aspects.
If we wish to protect the tropical forests, we must
promote a policy of cooperation with the countries in
which they are to be found. \fle must provide them
with the necessary technical assitance to enable them
to protect their forests and to market effectively their
wood products. This we can do mainly by mapping
out a strategy for the rational utilization of these
precious resources, conserving and perhaps even
increasing the timber reserves. In this way we help
them to reap a worthwhile harvest without laying
waste their capital.
\I7e must devise a comprehensive and smoothly coor-
dinated series of technical, economic and fiscal
measures for the protection of these tropical forests.
Only in this way.can we succeed in saving that which
remains and which is being diminished every day. It
may seem a paradox, but it is true that the greatest
danger for these forests is the ever increasing value of
this timber which only encourages people to cut down
more and more of these trees and waste these
resources. This is what gives rise to the need for tech-
nical rules to govern exports and export quotas, as
well as the need to seek out timber substitutes and to
encourage people to use them.
(Applause)
Mr Maher (L). 
- 
Mr President, in view of the fact
that the European Community has so far failed to
produce any coherent approach to the problem of fore-
stry within the Community 
- 
and that, I must say, is
not the fault of the Commission, it is the fault of the
Council and the member governments 
- 
what really
is the role of the European Community at the Geneva
Conference ? Is not their position exceedingly weak in
view of the fact that they themselves have done abso-
lutely nothing about further wood production or
adopting any coherent or cooperative approach to the
whole question of afforestation ?
My next point is, could I ask if the Council as such is
represented at this Geneva Conference ? I know the
Commission is : we have had that information. Is the
Council represented at the conference also ?
Mr de Courcy Ling (ED). 
- 
Mr President, since we
are discussing tropical wood, I would like you to know
that my group believes that much more emphasis
should be put on the second of the t'wo guidelines for
the conference than on the first. I remind you, Mr
President, that the second of the two guidelines is that
our obiect should be to improve the quality and utili-
zation of tropical wood in international trade.
There are many fine cabinet and furniture makers in
Britain, France, Italy and other countries of the
Community. They are finding it increasingly difficult
to get high quality woods in the state that they require
in order to maintain their craft which is an important
part of our industry.
Secondly, I think we should distinguish between the
principle of conservation of tropical forests, on the
one hand, which is clearly a good principle, and the
setting up of local processing industries, which is not
necessarily always a good objective. So far as the first
idea, the conservation of tropical forests, is concerned,
the members of the Committee on Development and
Cooperation whom I represent, my colleagues on this
side of the House in the committee, have considerable
confidence in the policy of Mr Pisani, which is to
minimize the destruction of forests, particularly for
the purpose of domestic fires, and to make sure that
the countries associated with the Community, particu-
larly in IUTest and Central Africa, should have sensible
forestry policies which do not lead to uneconomic
waste.
So to sum up, Mr President, I hope the Commission
will not forget the European furniture industry in
their treatment of the subject at the Geneva Confer-
ence.
Secondly, I hope that Mr Pisani will continue with his
policy of encouraging forestry conservation in the
ACP countries.
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negotiating the renewal of the ACP-EEC Convention
and the budget of the European Parliament, all of
them documents in which the Commission has force-
fully set out practical measures for environmental
protection and the prudent exploitation of natural
resources.
At their recent meetings in Berlin and in Kingston,
Jamaica, the institutions of the Lom6 Convention also
drew attention in the most vigorous terms to the fact
that in the coming decades there is a danger of trop-
ical forests disappearing completely from the face of
the earth, causing ever-increasing erosion, floods, dimi-
nution of natural resources and a decline in agricul-
tural production.
'!7e are convinced that at this Conference, in which it
will certainly take part, the Commission will have an
opportunity to press for a positive solution to the
present problems and for the conclusion of an interna-
tional agreement on tropical wood. rVe also feel that,
in line with the views it has always expressed, the
Commission will be anxious to support the idea that
tropical wood should be processed on the spot, that is
to say, in the producing countries, in order to promote
employment and advance the industrialization oI
these countries. At the same time, this would promote
the use of tropical wood in international trade and at
the local level, as well as improving the quality of the
timber used.
Amongst countries importing tropical wood the
Community takes second place after Japan and before
the United States, with over 2 000 million dollars
worth of imports. !fle feel therefore that the Commu-
nity should be able to make some kind of positive
contribution to resolving the differences that have
already arisen at the Conference between the
producing countries, which understandably emphasize
the production of tropical wood and control of this
valuable resource, and the consumer countries, which
are more interested in arriving at precise definitions of
tropical woods and particulaily in highlighting the
commercial aspects of the entire problem.
!7e feel that the Commission will leave no stone
unturned to throw the backing of its competent
services behind all proiects of interest to consumers
and producers in the field of research and develop-
ment, providing better market information, in
replanting, processing of tropical timber in loco and
the protection of the natural environment, all of them
objectives which take priority over price fixing. The
Commission must realize that the management and
the exploitation of tropical forests will have far
reaching consequences for agriculture, energy and
environment systems in the coming decades.
(Applause)
Mr Dalsager, lWember of the Contmission. 
- 
(DA)
Mr President, the Commission also regards with great
concern the problems raised on this oral question, and
therefore is taking part in the conference referred to
by the honourable Member. Once the conference has
drawn up the obiectives for preservation and develop-
ment, the Commission will evaluate the suggested
proiects on reafforestation in the light of these objec-
tives.
Moreover, we have had the opportunity of setting out
our views on the environmental question in the
context of the answer to the $Tritten Question on that
topic tabled earlier by Members of this House. The
spokesman at the conference for the European
Community stated that the Community envisaged
negotiating an agreement for the establishment of an
independent body for tropical wood which should
have the best possible support from the competent
institutions which already exist and which will be
responsible for carrying out proiects of interest to
producers and users as well as for research and deve-
lopment, improvement of market information,
preparing all re-planting, the organization of forests,
taking into account the very important aspect of
ecological balance. The Community has also
expressed the hope that such discussions will lead to
better quality and better coordination between produc-
tion and demand, regular supplies to and access to the
market for all types of wood on demand. The spok-
esman also expressed the Community's wish to see
the headquarters for the international organization for
tropical wood located in one of the Member States
and drew attention in this connection to three or four
European capitals which would be suitable for such a
headguarters.
I hope, Mr President, that the work which the hon-
ourable Member has called on from the Commission
is well in hand so that when the conference has, hope-
fully after the next part-session, completed its work
the Commission will be able to begin to prepare the
Community's contribution to this area.
Mr Ghergo (PPE). 
- 
(17) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, we are very pleased at the initiative taken
by UNCTAD in organizing an international confer-
ence in Geneva on the tropical forests at a time like
the present when there are growing threats to the
woodlands not only of the Community countries but
also of tropical countries. The problem of the forests
has now become a worldwide problem, even if for
different reasons in different areas : atmospheric pollu-
tion in the case of Community forests and mindless
exploitation in the case of tropical vegetation.
The question put by Mr Lezzi and others seems to be
very relevant to the entire problem, asking as it does
whether the Commission of the Communities intends
to take part in the Geneva Conference and what
policy it, intends to pursue in order to limit the
volume of imports of forest products into the Commu-
nity.
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as to combat hunger. This is why any aid given at this
time would not have the usual watering-can effect of
emergency aid but would become part of an inte-
grated emergency programme. For this reason I feel
that this proposal ought to be given serious considera-
tion.
'$7e must remember that the Sahel countries 
- 
some
of them, of course, to a greater degree than others 
-are valued partners in the context of the policies and
the new ideas that we are now trying to put into
effect. Furthermore, if I may say so, these ate
problems which particularly concern my own country,
Italy, at the present time, because, as you know, we
have decided to give top priority to action in the Sahel
region. My remarks are not therefore the off-the-cuff
outpourings of a Member moved to pity by the situa-
tion in the Sahel region but derive from the experi-
ence we have gained as a result of a serious commit-
ment to solving the problems of these countries. The
aid which is being requested and which, unlike other
speakers, I feel to be necessary is really part of a well-
defined overall strategy which has every chance of
finally solving the basic problems, even if this unfortu-
nately will still take quite some time.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I have received from Mr Denis and
others, on behalf of the Communist and Allies Group,
a motion for a resolution with request for an early
vote, that is to say, without referral to committee, to
wind up the debate on this topic. The motion for a
resolution has been printed and distributed as Doc.
t-937183.
Mr de Courcy Ling (ED). 
- 
If I gave a brief expla-
nation of my subsequent vote at this stage, I think it
would be more useful for the Commission.
I shall vote with Mr Pearce, for similar reasons, but I
would just like to elaborate my position with two
points. First of all, I trust that the Commission will
use line 958, into which we voted 40 m ECU
yesterday, particularly for agricultural training and
development for forestry policies in the Sahel. I think
that will to some extent meet the wishes of Mr Denis
and Mrs Carettoni Romagnoli.
Secondly, I hope that the Commission, when faced
with a choice between aid in the form of agricultural
training and emergency food aid between ACP and
non-ACP countries, will continue to give priority to
ACP countries. I think this is particularly important
since we are in the course of negotiating the successor
convention to the Lom6 Convention.
President. 
- 
Mr de Courcy Ling, your statement has
been noted, but I do not regard it as an explanation of
vote since we are not going to vote on the subject
matter now. lVe shall simply vote on the request for
an early vote.
(Parliamcnt apltroc'ed the retluest lor an earll' t'ote)
Pursuant to Rule 42(5) bf the Rules of Procedure this
motion for a resolution will be put to the vote at the
next voting time.
The debate is closed.
6. Tropical wood
President. 
- 
The next item is the oral question with
debate (Doc. l-858/83) by Mr Lezzi and others, to the
Commission:
Subiect: Conference on tropical wood
The tabling of this question coincides with the
Conference on tropical wood currently taking
place in Geneva under the auspices of UNCfaD
which should result in an international agreement
on tropical wood.
The guidelines of the Conference include notably :
- 
to encourage local processing in the producer
countries in order to promote their industriali-
zation and increase their export earnings.
- 
to improve the quality and utilization of trop-
ical wood in international trade and for local
consumption, including lesser-known and less
frequently used varieties of tropical wood.
The principle of conservation of tropical forests
and the need to set up local processing industries
are therefore essential.
After the Japanese, major responsibility for the
destruction of tropical forests lies with the
Community enterprises since they import most of
the dvailable tropical wood.
Did the Commission of the Communities partici-
pate in this Conference ? It is vital that the deci-
sions emerging from the Conference be complied
with as soon as possible.
\7hat steps does the Commission intend to take to
limit the imports of tropical wood by Community
enterprises ?
\7hat forms of aid does it intend to make available
in order to promote the objectives of conservation
and development resulting from the Conference ?
Mr Lezzi (S). 
- 
(fl Mr President, we feel that the
Conference on tropical wood presently being held in
Geneva can and should be an important opportunity
for the Commission and for the Community in
general to advance ideas that have been put very force-
fully on many occasions by the Commission itself
when speaking of the protection of the environment
and the independent development of the emerging
countries.
\U7e were prompted to take this initiative by the
Commission memorandum of September last on
development policy, the programme for combating
hunger in the world, the guidelines to be followed in
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Finally, it should be mentioned that within the frame-
work of the special programme to combat hunger in
the world, adopted in June, money will be provided
for a series of measures to support food strategy
together with a number of actions designed to
re-establish the economic balance in country districts,
.and Africa in particular is one of the Commission's
fields of action for these projects.
Mr Pearce (ED). 
- 
Mr President, we find ourselves
largely in agreement with what the Commissioner has
just said. !(/e have, o[ course, enormous sympathy for
the people of the Sahel who are, like people in a
number of other parts of the world, affected by these
dreadful problems of starvation and drought. Practical
measures to alleviate this situation, such as the
Commissioner has just been speaking about, have our
wholehearted support. However, we do not find
ourselves able to agree with the general line put
forward by the questioner on this matter or with the
resolution which has been put in to wind up this parti-
cular debate. I will explain why.
The problem in the Sahel is serious, but it is not as
serious as it has been in some years in the past.
Already, as the Commissioner has said, there is a
whole string of measures in hand to try to tackle the
situation. Indeed, the situation in Southern Africa is
probably worse and more exceptional than that in the
Sahel region. You will be aware, Mr President, that the
Committee on Development and Cooperation is to
draw up a report on the drought situation in Southern
Africa in the coming months, and I will be the rappor-
teur for that particular subject.
The situation there is quite exceptional and growing
worse. But in both these situations I am not sure that
just throwing money at the problem is the answer.
The problem of drought in these situations is not
simply the obvious fact that it does not rain, though
that, of course, is the immediate reason. It is that years
of overgrazing, overcultivation and bad cultivation
have ruined the soil, that years of removal of trees and
bushes have, in fact, reduced the likelihood that it will
rain. I think we are some way yet from finding a way
of convincing people who live in some of these
regions that part of the answer lies in education and
in different methods of agriculture, and that simply
pumping in money in the form of food aid is not only
not the answer but sometimes makes the situation
worse because it postpones the day when the funda-
mental questions are actually tackled.
Mr President, we also have doubts about the sugges-
tions from Mr Verges and his i;iends concerning the
budgetary aspect of this. \7e have in the Community
a large development policy with a lot of money. It has
been in operation for a long time and is reasonably
well manage<i. It does not seem reasonable to us, once
an annual programme of events and an annual
amount of money is agreed upon, to start changing it
and trying to add amounts of money to it especially
here in a week when we have already been taking deci-
sions about the nature of the Community's overall
budget. I have to say that I think that there will be
many in the House and many in the governments of
the Member States who would take the view that if
more mdney is allocated to the problem in the Sahel,
that money would have to be deducted from monFy
spent in other areas of development policy. To do that
would be to ignore other priorities and disrupt plans
and schemes that the Commission has in hand for
those other problems. \(/e are aware that the Commis-
sion is already studying this problem. In fact, I believe
there is a meeting today or yesterday in the Commis-
sion about this situation.
To conclude, while expressing our deep concern about
this situation and sympathy for the people involved,
we think that to take exceptional measures of funding
this year would be the wrong thing to do. For that
reason I will be urglng colleagues not to vote for the
wind-up motion that has been introduced on this
subject.
Mrs Carettoni Romagnoli (COM). 
- 
(IT) Mr Presi-
dent, I feel that the threat that hangs over the coun-
tries of the Sahel region, while not as devastating as
the tragedies of past years, is nevertheless a further
evidence of how little we have succeeded in doing to
keep these peoples alive in spite of the considerable
efforts we have made, which must in all fairness be
acknowledged.
However, we are now faced with a new serious emer-
gency, and I feel that these are precisely the condi-
tions that call for the kind of action that the Commu-
niry is trying to take at the present time in the Third
\florld, namely, to create structures that will enable
the root of the problems to be tackled, at the same
time accompanying them with aids given just when
the emergency arises, and I am not referring only to
food aid. Now, I feel that, as matters stand in the
Sahel region at this present time, our reaction ought
to be to step up this basic approach of ours.
The Commissioner and Mr Pearce have stressed that
the situation is not as serious as it was in the past and
have recalled the well-remembered tragedy of some
years back in the Sahel region, but I would argue that
the wisest thing is still to take action as soon as
possible, precisely in order to avert the danger of these
events recurring.
This is a region that is harrassed by disasters, and not
merely natural disasters only. At the same time it is a
region in which the aids given are wasted to a lesser
extent than is the case in other regions. It is well
organized at the local level and is quite capable of
sitting down together with us to work out an effective
strategy to prevent further encroachraent of the desert
and further loss of energy and food resources, as well
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problem ; erosion. Overyrazing and deforestation have
caused serious havoc in recent decades. Moreover
because of population growth these problems have
become today exceptionally serious. Millions of
people are in danger, but the disaster is world wide.
In Senegal one and a half million head of cattle have
been wiped out in the last few months. In Sao Tome
and Principe banana plantations have been devastated
by the drought. In Tanzania a parasite has destroyed
whole harvest in the silos. \U7e could add further
examples to this list.
We are therefore faced with a calamity of exceptional
proportions which is threatening innumerable human
lives and could compromise the very future of many
African peoples. It is therefore primarily an emer-
gency problem.
According to an FAO study mission which has just
returned from Togo there are only 3 000 tonnes of
cereal in the state granaries. This is scarcely enough to
feed the population for three days. Of course prices
have soared, the farmers have been reduced to eatihg
seed grain and the herds are decimated.
The extent of the emergency justifies our request to
the Commission for immediate exceptional aid. The
African countries threatened are asking not only for
cereal but also for means of transport to bring concen-
trated animal feed, veterinary vaccines, seed and agri-
cultural implements to the disaster zone. The FAO
estimates that 700 000 tonnes of food and 76 million
dollars to meet the cost of this food are immediately
and urgently needed. The countries of the Sahel have
just met hom 26 to 28 October to draw up a more
accurate estimate of their own needs within the
general framework of regional cooperation.
That is why we believe that the Member States of the
European Community should also contribute to this
operation of solidariry. However, although this aid
must be given rapidly and on a large scale, it should
also be recognized that the problem cannot be solved
rapidly and that it will recur in different places in one
fornr or another during the years to come. It is esti-
mated that the food needs of Ethiopia alone for the
next three years will be 800 000 tonnes of cereal at a
cost of some $ 330 million. Some 50 000 tonnes have
already been promised and delivered in part by the
Community, France and Sweden. It should not be
forgotten that, as a result of stagnation, drop in produc-
tion and population growth, food production in Africa
has fallen by an average of l0 o/o per head of popula-
tion over the last ten years.
This is what justifies the statement made by the NRC
(Accra) one year ago on 30 September 1982 that 150
million Africans are under-nourished, in other words,
a third of the 450 million inhabitants of the continent
are suffering from hunger or malnutrition.
Consequently, in addition to the immediate we should
plan on supporting medium and long-term operations
in all the areas. An example of a precise and particular
sector is the reafforestation scheme launched in Ethi-
opia or in certain Sahel countries to combat mountain
erosion or desertification of the Savana zone. It is a
very particular and specific example. All this is part of
the larger and more coherent development
programmes being carried out by the developing coun-
tries in cooperation with the Community. However,
the question raised here today will continue to be a
problem for European and international public
opinion. It will appear as one of the major problems
of our times since in an egalitarian world the life of
hundreds of millions of human beings are at stake. It
is in this area that the problem of human rights and
the values of civilization, put forward on the eve of the
second millenium, will be tested.
(Applause from tbe Communist and Allies Group)
Mr Dalsager .foIember of the Commission. 
- 
(DA)
Mr President according to the most recent informa-
tion which the Commission has gathered both from
its own sources and from others 
- 
includiflg the
information forwarded by FAO at the end of
September 
- 
the Commission feels that the current
situation in the Sahel countries generally is not as
serious as the honourable Member's question would
lead one to believe. In fact, in certain regions, in parti-
cular the Senegal River Basin and the North, of Mali
and Upper Volta, the most recent rainy season has
produced considerable rainfall and it is clear that it
will have a very beneficial effect on the harvept.
The Commission has already taken decisions on
certain individual measures for the benefit of the
people in Mauritania and Chad and will not hesitate
to take additional measures if the need arises. This
however does not mean that the current situation calls
for the adoption of a general comprehensive
programme as in 1973174 but it is a question of a deli-
cate balance and we shall have to follow developments
closely at least until the end of this year. The periodic
drought in the Sahel region are part of a complex and
long-term problem. They involve over-grazing, popula-
tion explosion, destruction of forests, desertification
etc., which calls for radical action and the adoption of
interconnecting proSrammes to be drawn up carefully
and carried out over many years in close cooperation
with the authorities in the countries concerned and
the various donors with a view to gradually restoring
the human and natural environment of the regions.
That is the policy on which the Community's agree-
ment to finance programmes and projects in the Sahel
countries through the European Development Fund
to which 4 million ECU will be contributed from the
European Regional Development Fund in addition to
a series of other Community actions, for example
co-financing with non-State organizations, food aid
and emergency aid which in the first 8 months of
1983 has resulted in commitments for a total of 65 m
ECU.
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But what seems to me rather ironical is the viewpoint
of the last speaker, speaking on behalf of a country
with an enormous sea coast, part of it at great risk at
Sullem Voe, although not as much at risk as the
English Channel or the Mediterranean. Having a great
interest in this matter, I have investigated just who are
the users of tankers around the coast that are liable to
pollute my environment. I may tell you that one of
the worst offenders is the British National Oil Corpo-
ration who allow much of their goods to be charted by
these very flags of convenience. They admit it, and I
have it in writing from them. So when the Commis-
sioner refers to unscrupulous companies, I ask myself
who the unscrupulous companies are when even a
State-owned national company is turning a blind eye
to,its own activities. And t may say that although I do
not think they are as bad as the BNOC, all the oil
companies around our coasts 
- 
BP, Shell, Esso 
- 
are
also involved in allowing their oil to be carried in flag
of convenience ships.
The truth of the matter is that we cannot solve the
problem from one port. I know of ports that are
terribly anxious to control this matter, terribly anxious
to turn away a tanker if they are in any way dissatis-
fied. !flhat has happened to Sullem Voe ? A decision
is pending'since it was sued for over I I 000 000 in
the Court of Session in Scotland because it dared to
turn airiy a'tanker. I think I am correct in saying that
if that port had been in Canada, the government of
Canada would have encouraged it to turn away a
tanker on their iudgment and then would have
stepped' in with a guarantee. S(e have a situation
where the ports themselves are risking enormous
financial actions against them if they act properly.
IThy should the onus be entirely on the ports ? There
shciuld' be a code. It is the case that not all the
members of this Community have even signed some
of'the cdrlventions.
Having said that, the conventions in themselves are
not enough. I think my proposal for a code of
conduct in the matter of port control is what we will
have to go back to so that a port is not isolated when
it is trying to act in a good way. I will give you one
example which concerns a specific type of case
involving scrapping and gas. The legislation in the
UK on gas levels is as follows : if a port suspects there
is too high a level of gas present, the legislation is
satisfied if the shipmaster issues a certificate regarding
the level of gas. I think it should be the other way
round. Indeed, the ports have asked me to seek an
alteration. However, if that is the legislation of the
UK, which is not really so bad, what would it be like
in some of the other Member States !
This is a big subject. I am glad it has been raised with
one particular incident in mind. I might add that in
the last' few days there has been a pollution incident
off my island of Tiree. It is not all that serious. There
has not been time to raise it, so I am glad to have the
chance to mention it. However, I do not yet know
what the damage is. I do not yet know how they are
coping with it. It is all too recent. But when you think
of an instance of pollution, it is not iust one thing thht
suffers. It is not just tourism. It is the environment, it
is the tourism of the future and it is the very fish that
we spend a long time arguing about. I think we must
ask the Commission to go back to the Donington
report, to go back to all the resolutions embodying the
goodwill of this House to get this problem solved.
Mr \Wurtz (COM). 
- 
(FR) I should just like to stare
very briefly, Mr President, that Mr Newton Duirn's
remarks on Mrs Le Roux were out of place. She had
the courtesy and the politeness to explain in advance
why she had to leave and to apologise to the Commis-
sioner and the House.
That is something I felt I had to say. The ponderous-
ness of Mr Newton Dunn's words are matched by the
frivolousness of what he had to say.
President. 
- 
The debate is closed.
5. Drougbt in tbe Sabel
President. 
- 
The next item is the oral question with
debate (Doc. 1-868/83) by Mr Denis and others, to the
Commission:
Subiect : Special plan to combat the drought in the
Sahel
Could the Commission exceptionally release funds to
combat the terrible drought in the Sahel, which is
threatening millions of people with famine ?
Mr Vergds (COM). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, ten days
ago the FAO held a special session on Africa to
launch an appeal to public opinion and to the deve:
loped countries.
This action stresses the gravity of the situation on the
African contingent, particularly in rwenty-two couir-
tries with more than 150 million inhabitants. These
countries have been hit by an unusual drought, the
most serious since that which caused tens of thou-
sands of deaths in the Sahel region in 1973 and 1974.l[7e all remember the terrible pictures of the
consequences of this drought ten years ago.
This time, in addition to the Sahel countries the
eastern coast and the southern part of the continent
are also affected. In Mozambique there have already
been more than 200 deaths in a few months, while in
Ethiopia three million people are in danger. The
regions worst affected have not had normal rain falls
for four years. The rivers are dried up and the inhabi-
tants, in particular the women, have to travel 20 to 30
kilometres to find water. The same applies to Mali,
Niger and the Sudan. Those living at a height of
between 3 000 and 4 000 metres are the hardest hit by
the drought. There is a very serious ecological
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\07e need, therefore, a proper inspecting authoriry to
combat substandard ships. Every car that is purchased
must go once every two years to be inspected to see
whether it is still roadworthy. The same principle
must be applied to shipping.
Secondly, we need, as it were, a driving-licence issued
as something more than just an ordinary certificate, as
a personal certificate, a kind of identity card. If we do
not do this, there will always be a lot of people about
who have paid a lot of money for a piece of paper and
our Community has then to cope with the difficulties
this creates.
From these few arguments you can see that the
problem of substandard ships is a complex one and
that we must not simplify the question of flags of
convenience, since this means doing less than justice
to those who are prompted by understandable
economic concerns to register their ships abroad even
when these conform to a high technical standard. On
behalf of my group, therefore, I request this motion to
be referred for further consideration to the Transport
Committee so that a sensible report can be made out
which deals adequately with all considerations.
President. 
- 
Mr Klinkenborg, I must point out that
I have no request for a vote. The Committee on Trans-
port is, of course, quite free to take up the matter.
Mr Newton Dunn (ED). 
- 
Mr President, I wonder
if you, or colleagues in this Chamber, are aware of the
sheer hypocrisy of the Communist movers of this
question. Of course there are bad operators of flags of
convenience 
- 
we are all aware of that, and the
Commissioner has already acknowledged that in his
answer 
- 
but the real culprits in the world of
merchant shipping are the Communist-owned groups
of ships, not those the of free world.
The Communist proposer, Mrs Le Roux, who had
urgent business to attend to and has left the Chamber
before listening to the debate and, therefore, does not
really think this is very important 
- 
presumably she
would have stayed if she had thought it was genuinely
important 
- 
mentioned something about wages in
her introductory speech. The wages on Communist- .
owned ships are far lower than the wages on flags-of-
convenience ships, and the people who work on
Communist-owned ships have to work extremely long
hours and have no trade-union rights at all. That is a
typical Soviet attitude. One need only remember
movements like Solidarity in Poland to understand
attitude towards free trade unions.
Mr President, we must not have the wool pulled over
our eyes by these Communists. The problem is far
more serious than they are suggesting in this oral ques-
tion.
Secondly, it is almost impossible to do anything about
flags of convenience, because the facilities are offered
to ship-owners by sovereign independent countries,
free countries, over which we in Europe have no
control at all.
The Commissioner is quite right in saying that where
there are things wrong with the ships, the thing to do
is to institute proper check in the ports into which
they call.
Europe could not and should not do anything about
these flags of convenience. It could not because of the
virtual paralysis in the Council of Ministers, where no
decision could possibly be got through. But, in any
case, it would be very bad fo'r Europe if we were to do
anything about it, because imposing far higher wages
on these ship-owners would raise the costs of Europe's
imports and exports ; the consequence would be
considerable loss of jobs in Europe, and those jobs
would, of course, be taken up in other parts of the
world over which we have no control.
No, Mr President, the real threat 
- 
the threat which
no Communist is prepared or has the courage to point
out 
- 
comes from the low wages and unfair condi-
tions on Soviet ships, the absence of any need for
Communist-owned ships to make a profit, thereby
enabling them to undercut the free world and put us
all at risk. The Commissioner has already pointed out
that the real danger does not come from 
,all operators
of flags of convenience: I hope he will bear in the
mind the Communist threat and turn the'Commis-
sion's to that threat, which is much more serious for
us.
Mrs Ewing (DEP). 
- 
Mr President, this is a very
serious question. This Parliament has passed a very
detailed resolution which I initiated years ago calling
for a code of conduct to be imposed in all ports, so
that if one port turned away a tanker on the grounds
of inadequate standards or bad conduct 
- 
because
sometimes those are the reasons 
- 
then that tanker
should not gain acces to any port in the Community.
Now that was at the time applauded by the Commis-
sion. No action has followed. I suppose it would be
difficult to get the Council of Ministers to take action.
However, I think the House should remember that
the old Parliament conducted a massive all-party inves-
tigation in Paris, and although we had no power to
enforce attendance of witnesses, witnesses came from
every involved arena 
- 
the shipmasters, the tug-
owners, Lloyds, other insurance interests, the United
Nations, IMO, every single involved association as
well as tanker employers and tanker users. !7e have a
massive amount of evidence. The investigation was
conducted by Lord Bruce of Donington, who is no
longer a Member of this House. The evidence is there.
r07hile, of course, it is true to say that all that is wrong
is not to be laid at the door of flags of convenience,
nevertheless the statistics are all there in that report.
They show that a large majority of the proven bad acci-
dents and acts of misconduct at sea which have caused
the pollution around coasts have come from vessels
flying flags of convenience. That is a fact which is not
in dispute.
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Mr Commissioner, for understandable reasons I have
to leave this morning without listening to your reply.
I ask you to excuse me and I request my friends to
listen to what you have to say and to forward your
replies to me quickly.
(Applause)
.lVIr Dalsager, lllember of tbe Commission. 
- 
(DA)
Mr President, the Commission is well aware of the
problem raised by the honourable gentleman in
connection with flags of convenience. There can be
no doubt that some of the less responsible firms take
advantage of this faciliry with the all too familiar
consequences for safety and social conditions on
board their ships as well as pollution. Inadequate
supervision of seamen's training and qualifications has
played a large part in many pollution accidents and
the shipowners have not possessed sufficient financial
cover to pay adequate compensation. There are ships
flying flagB of convenience that do not meet the regu-
lations, but there are also perfectly satisfactory ships
that use the same flag. Furthermore, there are prob-
ably also a large number of ships that do not observe
the regulations among the older seafaring nations.
The problem then is not simply to do away with flap
of convenience but, most importantly, to devise means
for identifying those ships that do not observe the
regulations 
- 
whatever flag they fly 
- 
and so compel
them to meet the safety regulations under existing
international conventions. Certain States have great
difficulty making sure that these conventions are
upheld. It is therefore extremely important that
coastal States should keep a check on all ships
entering their ports to ensure compliance with the
regulations.
In July 1982 a Treaty memorandum came into force
between the Community's maritime nations and
Sweden, Norway, Spain, Portugal and Finland. It
includes the main provisions of a proposal submitted
by the Commission in 1980 which now forms the
basis of controls carried out by the coastal authorities
of the above countries. In the course of one year
checks have been made on 9 000 foreign vessels of
which a third failed to meet the regulations laid down
by international conventions.
Mr Klinkenborg (S). 
- 
(DE) Mr President, the
Commissioner's reply is indeed justified inasmuch as
a connection between shipping and the agricultural
policy can b9 established by pointing to the butter-
ships. On behalf of my group, I ask you, Mr President,
to put the question to the vote whether we should
vote on this motion or refer it to the Transport
Committee.
It is incorrect to associate flags of convenience with
the idea of substandard. Flags of convenience are a
problem, but as a rule have nothing to do with the
actual vessels 
- 
that is, with the risks they may
contain. 'Cockleshells', as they are known, are to be
found under all flags, not only flags of convenience,
and if we so narrow the idea down, we are putting
what is a big economic problem for the European
shipping firms into one category, and wrongly so.
However that may be, we must ask ourselves 
- 
and
the authors of this motion are quite right 
- 
whether
we should not set up a system for inspecting the
seaworthiness of shipping vessels.
But we must not restrict the subject of flags of conven-
ience to substandard vessels : that is not right. These
are to be found under all flags, and there are many
people in the ports who could name these flags !
Now to the question of the inspection of these ships.
There is an agreement among maritime States on the
subject of controls, and that this does not function
properly is shown by the towing of this ship, since
otherwise it would obviously not have been towed out
of the harbour in poor weather conditions. \7e have,
therefore, an excellent agreement, but there is some-
thing one can understand which has to be resisted,
and that is that some ports are reluctant to apply it
strictly, because 
- 
and this they don't admit 
- 
if
some ships are already tied down in a particular port,
the owners will be tempted to direct their other ships
elsewhere. There is therefore economic competition
amonS Ports.
\U7hat we need, therefore, is a very strict directive
laying down, not so much the absolute need for
inspections as the need to record what ships were the
last to be inspected. To put it another way, the
problem boils down to the question whether the
seafaring nations should not be forced by interna-
tional agreement to ensure that an entry is always
made in the log-book to show where and when the
ship was last inspected, so that whoever has not taken
reasonable steps to keep his ship inspected or has
.allowed it to sail again, knowing that it was techni-
cally substandard, has to pay for the consequences.
That would be the right way of going about this
problem. I have already made this suggestion in the
Transport Committee, and perhaps the Commissioner
would be prepared to take up the idea.
There is a third point I want to make. !7e are
concerned not only with the question of technical
equipment but also with the qualifications of the
people who sail these ships. It is an open secret that
in certain countries one can buy a captain's ticket for
5 000 dollars and so one suddenly becomes a skipper
who has never before trodden the boards of a ship !
Here, too, the situation is not subject to sensible
controls, which should be a matter of course. 'S7e are
quite prepared to have everything subject to control
but have no proper idea of what we should do and
how we should set about it.
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President. 
- 
The debate is closed.
(Parliament rejected tbe ret1uest for an early oote)
The motion for a resolution will therefore be referred
to the competent committee.
4. Flags of conaenience
President. 
- 
The next item is the oral question with
debate (Doc. l-867183) by Mrs Le Roux and others, to
the Commission.
Subiect: Use of flags of convenience.
The Commission will certainly be aware of the fortu-
nately minor consequences of the oil slick which
affected the Camaret area of the Breton coastline at
the beginning of September 1983 following the ship-
wreck of the 'Hydo' which was sailing under a Pana-
manian flag of convenience.
This ship, which was due to be scrapped, sailed
despite the danger of storms and was towed, without
having been cleared of gas, after several months at the
port of Le Havre.
There has been sufficient evidence that the use of
flags of convenience, a practice already condemned by
Parliament following much more serious accidents, is
a danger to the marine environment and to the safety
of the crews.
I7hat are the Commission's views of this matter ?
Can it indicate what steps it has already taken to end
this practice ?
Mrs Le Roux (COM). 
- 
(FR) Mr President, the
Torrey Canyon was Liberian, the Gino was Liberian,
the Olympic Bravery was Greek, the Amoco Cadiz
was Liberian, the Hydro was Panamanian and all of
these vessels were involved in accidents off the coast
of Brittany.
They were sailing under flags of convenience.
Although nowadays ships sail under flags of this sort,
nonetheless according to Lloyds in 1979 Liberia
suffered the greatest loss in terms of tonnage as a
result of accidents and Panama lost the largest
number of ships. Again in 1979, accotding to the
OMCI, Greece, Liberia, Panama and the United States
were the cause of the largest number of accidents at
sea and the United States transports twice as much
tonnage under free registration as it does under its
national flag. Flags of convenience account f.or 28o/o
of the fleet in terms of tonnage and 48o/o of world
losses.
There is a reason for this : no obligation regarding
place of construction or of repair of the ship, no tax
on profits or revenue ; crews may be recruited in any
country where the salary level is lower, social require-
ments non-existent or minirnal. There are no adminis-
trative or safery controls, no minimal construction
standards, the possibiliry of escaping judicial enquiries
in the case of accident; in short, total freedom to
exploit individuals and to put at risk the safety as well
as that of the sea routes, the coastal environment and
marine resources.
ln 1976 the wage bill for a ship with thirty-two crew
members was $ I million 750 thousand for an
American crew, $ 500 000 for a British crew, $
325 000 for a crew recruited in Asia or a developing
country; three times less, Mr President ! A 60 000
tonne Swedish bulk carrier spends $ 5 000 a day, a
Liberian, which applies the Transport'Workers' Feder-
ation rates, $ + OOO and a free registered ship $ 2 900 a
day. That is what these practices amount to.
For the owners anonymity means absence of responsi-
bility in case of accident or social unrest on board and
because they are more interested in their pocket
books than anything else these owners force the
captains to take risks in all areas of the operation of
the ship: navigation, loading and unloading proce-
dures, size and qualifications of the crew and upkeep
of the ship.
It is high time that States took measutes to eliminate
these dangerous anachronisms. One clearly cannot
leave it to economic forces to settle these questions ;
the number of ships flying flags of convenience will
continue to increase thereby competing more and
more with national fleets which are already in danger.
A whole section of the economy of our countries is
threatened : construction, repair and transport. I7e
have the means to combat it. All that is needed is the
will to use them : port taxes, immobilization after
safety controls, fines for offences, higher insurance
rates, these are the means to intimidate those who
only think in terms of dollars. A certain number of
measures have already been proposed since the serious
Amoco Cadiz accident, in particular the draft Euro-
pean directive on the compulsory application of the
standards of the country of the port State.
This directive gave the port State the right and the
duty of taking action and to communicate informa-
tion concerning it to other States on the ship's route.
The proiect failed because of opposition by Greece. It
should be set in motion again as soon as possible
together with ioint measures designed to combat effec-
tively flag of convenience practices.
It is for this purpose that we tabled the question. It is
in the interest of our coastal populations, our
economies, development and employment. Moreover
the progressive elimination of flags of convenience
would, in the words of CNUCED, the development of
the national fleets of development countries job oppor-
tunities for their work force under conditions compat-
ible with human dignity and industrial diversification.
The acquisition of the means for jointly combating
these flag of convenience practices would be a work of
international solidarity.
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geomorphological reality if we are to have a genuine
Community policy in this area. \U7e really have to go
into this rather more deeply since this one topic, by
itself, is like a beautiful statue in a desert: hence the
need for the Council, prompted by ourselves and the
Commission, finally to take in hand and render active
and operative the directive on environmental impact.
If we do not take this first step, a fundamental and
precagtionary element of any envrionmental policy,
we shall continue to carry out isolated proiects,
projects dictated at times by emotional impulses or by
private interests, but we shall not be taking decisions
in the interests of the environment.
My second point I should like to address to the
Commission. It is important to give a sound basis to
any studies of costs and benefits. '$7e are always faced
- 
gnvilsnrngntally speaking 
- 
with the need to take
decisions in its favour and with the heavy costs that
such decisions entail.
I am not saying that cost-benefit sudies undertaken so
far are not to be taken seriously, but many of them are
only partially valid: they represent the point of view,
for instance, of the industrialists for whom environ-
mental protection is costly 
- 
in terms of new
machinery, surveys, etc. 
- 
and therefore they take no
account of possible repercussions on human health,
on the environment and on the local community.
Representatives of the Commission, we shall never be
able to talk seriously about the environment if we fail
to make a proper evaluation of costs and benefits.
Therefore, above and beyond the case in question,
which I endorse, I have to say that not a single case
can be confronted if we do not first confront these
general major problems which we are always up
against. All too often, anyone concerned with environ-
mental protection finds himself fighting a losing
battle as the result of an erroneous evaluation of the
costs involved and the inabiliry, at the time, accurately
to determine the impact on the environment.
Mr Petronio (NI). 
- 
(IT) W President, I do not
intend to go into the various remarks that have been
made with regard to tackling this problem more seri-
ously on the basis of the latest findings of the ltalian-
Yugoslav delegation and of our Parliament's
Committee on the Environment. However, since I
also, like Mr Cecovini, am from Trieste, I feel bound
to say, on behalf of the Italian political right" that it
was the signing of the Treaty of Osimo on l0
November 1975 that laid the foundation for the pollu-
tion of the Karst region and of the city of Trieste
undelthe pretext of establishing there 100 industries
to employ 100 000 people. I cannot help recalling in
this connection that 65 o/o ol the population of Trieste
at that time, consulted in a general referendum, were
against the Treaty of Osimo and that many political
groupings and many politicians, some of them even
here present, reaped much political advantage from
this stance. This territory has features that are truly
unique. I would remind my French colleagues that
there was an Italian writer, Scipio Slataper, who wrote
about this area and whose work was later reviewed by
Dominique Fernandez in the.Nouaelle Rer.tue Fran-
gaise, thus making his name and work widely known
in France. This area is poor in water. The water of the
few streams seeps down under the earth and emerges
later in other areas, and we wonder where the indus-
tries will get the water if they have to take it from this
arid, burnt-out land which is a mixture of iron and
rock where the vegetation must struggle desperately to
rise from the ground. However, apart from its ecolog-
ical peculiarities, this territory has a valuable cultural
heritage. It was here that bloody battles were fought
during the First ITorld !flar, and here witness is borne
to the valour of German and Italian soldiers by vast
silent war cemetries which are not disturbed by the
pollution fumes. The wind that blows across this terri-
tory sometimes reaches a velocity of over 100 kilome-
tres per hour and can blow right back over the city of
Trieste, which stands below it, all the waste gases, the
carbon dioxides, sulphur dioxides and the rest.
This is why we are in favour of the resolution that has
been suggested and in favour of everything that can
be done to preserve and keep intact this Karst region.
However, we would like to see retained for Trieste
those scientific and biotechnological projects on
which our proposals on scientific research and innova-
tion centre, namely, the synchrotron proiect, the study
of subnuclear particles 
- 
following on the discovery
in Geneva of the Zeta Zero particle by Professor
Rubbia 
- 
as well as collaboration with the Institute
of Theoretical Physics and with the International
Nuclear Energy Agency in Vienna.
In stating this position of ours we roundly condemn
once again the Treaty of Osimo. On this Treaty were
based all these ill-advised ideas of industrialization
which take no account whatever of the impact on the
environment and think of nothing but the cost-
benefit equation.
Mr Collins (Sl, Cbairman of tbe Committee on tbe
Enoironment, Public Healtb and Consumer Protec-
tion. 
- 
Mr President, I think the various speakers
have demonstrated that the issue raised by Mr Ceco-
vini is a very complex one. However, I think there are
certain dangers in asking Parliament to arrive at a deci-
sion when, first of all, there are so few people here to
debate the complex issues properly. There are certain
dangers in any case, in presenting a motion for a reso-
lution such as this on a Friday morning.
I would like the opportunity to discuss this further in
committee and I would like the House, therefore, to
refer it to the Committee on the Environment, Public
Health and Consumer Protection so that it can be
properly dealt with.
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tries that would destroy the Carso, we ask that Italy
and Yugoslavia be encouraged to set up in the zone
already set aside for industries a 'karst international
ecological zone'where researchers and scientists from
around the world can find a natural meeting point for
their research. This would also serve the general cause
of peace.
(Applause)
Mr Dalsager, Member of tbe Commission. 
- 
(DA)
Mr President, the Commission is fully aware of 'the
cultural, environmental and scientific importance of
the Carso region. There is also a whole series of other
things which must be taken into consideration when
we come to discuss it, in particular the question of
Unesco which at international level concerns itself
with this type of question and cooperation in the
cultural $phere. The Commission has no particular
competence in this matter. Because of the question's
importance I can assure Mr Cecovini that the Commis-
sion will look into the possibility of Community
action in the Carso region, we have moreover,
instructed our services to investigate all the various
questions involved. During the December part-session
the Commission will give Mr Cecovini and other inte-
rested Members a written report on this matter.
President. 
- 
I have received frorn Mr Cecovini, on
behalf of the Liberal and Democratic Group, a motion
for a resolution with request for an early vote, i.e.
without referral to committee, to wind up the debate
on this topic. This motion for a resolution has been
printed and distributed as Doc. l-936183.
I put to the vote the requ€st for an early vote.
Mrs Seibel-Emmerling (S). 
- 
(DE) Mr President,
according to my information the debate must first
take place before we vote on whether we want to
regard this motion for a resolution today as urgent.
President. 
- 
Alright, if you wish I will concede you
that point.
Mrs Seibel-Emmerling (S).- (DE)Mr President, I
am very much obliged to you for giving me the floor,
because I have to tell you that the Socialist Group
greatly welcomes the fact that Mr Cecovini has
brought this subject before the House, for this Parlia-
ment should undoubtedly concern itself with the ques-
tion of the industrialization and urbanization of a
region of this irnportance. The Socialist Groups
regrets that the appropriate instrument here 
- 
that is
to say, the criterion, adopted by this Parliament, of
environmental compatibiliry 
- 
is still before the
Council, which is dragging the matter out. If we had
this instrument, there would be no need for this
debate today, since such a region would undoubtedly
be liable to treatment according to this criterion.
At it is, however, we do not have this instrument, and
we have to ask ourselves what this Parliament at the
moment can do. However meritorious it may be, as I
have said, that Mr Cecovini has brought this subject
before the House, the course he has chosen does not
seem to us the most appropriate. The Committee on
the Environment, Publi; Health and Consumer Protec-
tion and the Yugoslavia Delegation are two bodies of
this House for which an examination of this question
would be particularly importanl and usqful. I therefore
repeat here my earnest request to. Mr Cecovini, which
in the course of preliminary cohversations was unfortu-
nately rejected, that we should not allow ourselves to
hurried today over a motion for a resolution which
allows members no opportunify to inform themselves
either on the region itself or on the measures enter-
tained or, indeed, on anything else that is worth
knowing and urgently requireU if we are to make a
careful decision, but should table this motion under
Rule 47 and so refer this extremely important ques-
tion to the Committee on the Epvironment, Public
Health and Consumer Protection. !7e shall then, both
in committee and in plenary sitting, be only too
pleased to give our carefully'considered opinion, for
we on no account wish a region like this to be
destroyed.
(Applause)
Mr Ghergo (PPE). 
- 
(IT) Mr President, I feel that I
must say a few words on the <iuestion put by Mr Ceco-
vini. tUThile his concern seems perfectly legitimate, it
must nevertheless be acknowledged that ltalian State
Law No 442 of. l97l provides adequate instruments
and means of action for the protection of the Karst
area in question.
Having said that, however, there is no question but
that there seems to be a need for further international
agreements on this matter.
I fully agree therefore with what Mrs Seibel-Emme-
rling has just said and I second her request that the
matter referred to in this question be sent back to
committee.
Mrs Squarcialupi (COMI. 
- 
U) Mr President, I
must say first of all that I fully agee with the content
of the question by Mr Cecovini. I should like to
enlarge the discussion for a moment because while
what Mr Cecovini says is true and while his requests
are legitimate and timely, the subject does merit
deeper consideration and I feel that this could best be
done within the Committee on the Environment.
I should like to stress therefore the particular characte-
ristics of Carso soil. For several years now I have been
working with the Committee on the Environment andI must say that a good many Community directives
and decisions deal with soils, such as are to be found
in Denmark or the United Kingdom, aE if they were
unique : they are clay soils, and not soils which are
seriously threatened by pollution aS ate those of the
Carso. The safeguarding of the environment must
therefore take account of the total geological and
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- 
request that Carso in the region of Trieste be
entered, pursuant to Article I I of the said
Convention, in the list of endangered assets
insofar as they are threatened by public or
private projects for maior works and by rapid
urban development;
. 
- 
promote, with the agreement of the Yugoslav
Government, useful international scientific
cooperation covering the whole areas referred
to in the economic annex to the Treaty of
Osimo in the international ecological lime-
stone region with a view to providing a
research and study base for scholars of all
nationalities on the model of the International
Centre for Theoretical Physics of the Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency and Unesco
operating in Miramare (frieste);
- 
ensure that this ecological region serves as a
centre for international studies on limestone
geology, ecology, ethology, climatology,
botany, zoology, palaeontology, archaeology,
ethnography and environmental investigation
and for all disciplines that can promote aware-
ness and protection of the natural and cultural
heritage of all the limestone regions in the
world ?
(2) to urge UNESCO to coordinate, within the
sphere of its responsibility, the measures referred to in
point I ?
Mr Cecovini (L). 
- 
(NL) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the earth on which we live, given to us by
nature but also enhanced by civilization, is the
heritage of all.
Consequently man has a duty to look after it so that it
may be preserved for future generations and, if neces-
sary, improved upon by prudent intervention which,
without causing it damage, adaps it little by little to
the requirements of an existence increasingly set apart
from nature and heaith to be found in the natural
order itself.
To nature's gifts we may also add those works of man
that have a historical or artistic value.
The q'uestion I have tabled and the motion for a reso-
lution with which we should like to close the debate,
both'bn behalf of the Liberal and Democratic Group,
call the attention of Parliament and Commission to
the serious threat to both the objectives just
mentioned 
- 
saving nature and preserving the histor-
ical record in the Trieste Carso, which, with its extraor-
dinary and unique geological siructure, cannot and
must not be endangered by the encroaching hand of
man. ''
lfell'now, the Treaty concluded at Osimo on l0
Noveinber i )7 5 between Italy and Yugoslavia
provides for the establishment of an extensive indus-
trial free zone straddling the border, and thus partly in
Italian territory and partly in Yugoslav territory, in the
Carso. This zone, if actually set up, would be a centre
for numerous industries and attract, a substantial popu-
lation, thus upsetting the very special equilibrium of
this extra special region.
The Carso has given us the word 'carsismo', which is
to be found in all the world's languages and refers to
those features of extraordinary scientific arrd cultural
interest 
- 
fretted fields, dolines, caves, sink holes,
rivers and underground chambers 
- 
which charac-
terize the Carso.
Since the middle of the nineteenth cbntury, when
speleology officially became a science, large numbers
of researchers have come here from all over the world.
For more than 20 years this research has en6;aged the
attention of the many local associations and the Insti-
tute for Karst Research in Postumia, Yugoslavia,
working in close collaboration.
In the Grotta Gigante is located one of the largest
scientific stations in the world in this field, with the
longest horizontal pendulum for tidal measurement.
Other stations are located in the Grotta Doria, in
those of Padiciano and Trebiciano, in the Lindner
cave and in the Germoni.cave for unique research
into the hypogean microclimate, hypogean water-table
telemetry, growth of stalagmites.
But destruction of the Carso following inevitably on
the eitablishment of an industrial zone, would also
have further grave con$equences, namely the disap-
pearance of the age-old home of Trieste's Slovene
minority who have been living here for centuries in
villages of considerable architectural interest. This
minority possesses a linguistic and cultural heritage
which testifies to a c6nturies-old free association of
peoples of different tongues sharing an advanced
common civilization.
To save time, I shall not speak about the 'castellieri',
which are prehistoric dwellings scattered throughout
the Carso. These too would be destroyed by industrial
development.
For all these reasons, the Carso must be afforded abso-
lute protection.
There exist instruments of protection which appear to
have been designed specifically for the Carso but
which have not yet been applied. On 23 November
1972 a Convention was concluded in Paris, and rati-
fied by all the signatories, including ltaly, it contained
a record of the world's natural heritage and another
quite separate list of districts, artifacts, etc. threatened
by major public proiects and rapid urban develop-
ment.
The Carso falls into both categories.
The motion for a resolution aims therefore to seek the
region's inclusion in both lists. In the place of indus-
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As far as I am concerned the matter is closed. The
question will be referred to the Bureau and to the
Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Petitions. I
(Parliament adopted the lWinutes)
2. Votes2
ROMUALDT REPORT (DOC. r-tozlE3
cAMBODTA)
After tbe aote on tbe resolution as a wbole
Mr Van Minnen (S). 
- 
(NL) W President, it could
be that I am seeing double but the Member over there
who is talking to another Member voted from behind
his own seat. I do not know whether the places have
been changed round but could you check this ? !7e
have agreed that there should be no double voting in
this House !
President. 
- 
Mr van Minnen, I was unable to see
what you saw. I did not notice it. I have no re,rson to
call into question the correctness of the vote.
Mr rl7awrzik (PPE). 
- 
(DE)Mr President, I think it
is a very good thing that some colleagues should keep
a constant check on the behaviour of other colleagues.
In German we have a certain expression for this,
which I should not like to mention here.
Mr Simonnet is sitting in the front row and has his
seat-in the second row. His behaviour was correct in
that he voted from his seat one row behind. That is
the fact, and there was no double vote.
3. Limestone region of Trieste
President. 
- 
The next item is the oral question with
debate (Doc. l-1276182) by Mr Cecovini, on behalf of
the Liberal and Democratic Group, to the Commis-
sion.
Subject: Environmental protection of the line-
stone region of Trieste and establishment of an
international ecological limestone area
l7hereas
- 
the International Treaty between Italy and
Yugoslavia, signed in Osimo on l0 November
1975, aims to establish in an area of the Carso,
partly in Italian territory and partly in
Yugoslav territory, an international industrial
free zone where more than a hundred indus-
trial plants and a new population of perhaps
more than 100 000 persons are to be located;
I Documents received 
- 
Motions for resolutions (Rule 49 of
the Rules of Procedurc) 
- 
Petitions 
- 
Transfer of appro-
priations 
- 
Referral to committee 
- 
Member of commit-
tees 
- 
Procedure without report : see Minutes
2 See Annex.
- 
it has clearly shown to be inadvisable to create
new industrial and urban settlements upstream .
from the city of Trieste on account of the high
risk of serious environmental damage and for
objective reasons of a technical and economic
nature ;
- 
on the contrary, the Carso, on account of its
extraordinary and unique geological and physi-
ographical (geomorphological) structure, repre-
sents a natural asset of supreme interest and
international scientific importance. This is the
origin of the term'karst'accepted in scientific
language world-wide as meaning those parti-
cular phenomena (gullies, dolines, caves, sink
holes, rivers and underground lakes, etc.) that
characterize the Carso in the region of Trieste.
Scholars flock here from all over the world as
if to a natural park. Also of great importance
are the 'castellars', monuments of prehistoric
architecture scattered over the Carso and the
particular architecture of the limestone houses,
a rare example of constructions entirely of
local stone;
having shown
- 
that the Carso constitutes a natural and world-
wide cultural heritage that should be protected
whereas
- 
by virtue of Law No 184 of 5 April 1977 ltaly
ratified the Convention on the protection of
the cultural and national heritage signed in "
Paris on 23 November 1972 establishing a list
of the world-wide natural heritage (Article 2) '.
and a list of endangered assets referring to
assets threatened by public or private projects''
for major works and by rapid urban develop-
ment;
- 
the zone in question is adjacent to the 'lime-
stone reservations' established by Italy by
virtue of Law No 442 of I June l97l and
subsequently incorporated in the autonomous
region Friuli-Venezia-Giulia among the envi-
ronmental protection areas, the safeguarding of
which would be incompatible with further
large-scale industrial and human settlements
on the limestone region in Trieste ;
can the Commission state whether it intends
(l) to recommend to the Italian Government to:
- 
enter Carso in the region of Trieste, pursuant
to Articles I and 2 of the Paris Convention'
referred to, in the list of assets constituting the '
natural and world-wide cultural heritage on' .
account of its extraordinary geological and .
physiological (geomorphological) structure and,
its caves, prehistoric castellars and the parti-
cular architecture of the limestone houses ;
28. r0. 83 Debates of the European Parliament No l-305/219
von der Vring
President. 
- 
Mr von der Viing, your position is
much the same as Mr Arndt's. I stated in reply to him
that there is now no way of establishing who was actu-
ally in the room at that moment. The only evidence
we have as a basis for the ipplication of Rule 103 is
the official document.
Mr Sieglerschmidt (S). 
- 
(DE) W President, ladies
and gentlemen, of course it is true that according to
Rule 103 (l) the number of those present is decisive;
but so far as I know, the purpose of the procedural
page in reports is to record how mapy Members took
part in the vote. In contrast to the usual practice and
although this is not require{ by the Rules of Proce-
dure, it should also indicate that while only five
Members took part in the vote six Members were
present, so that there was a quonim. That should be
explicitly stated ; otherwise, the whole business of
laying down the conditioris for the validity of a vote is
pointless. Iflhether these conditions were observed
can no longer be established, and complete confusion
is the result. This should be put to the Committee on
the Rules of Procedure and Petitions.
President. 
- 
I share your view.
Mr Janssen van Raay (PPE). 
- 
(NL) Mr President,
having been present yesterday I algo took part in the
debate.
A specific assurance was given yesterday by the Chair
that the matter would be referred to the Committee
on the Rules of Procedure and Petitions. We are now
discussing the Minutes 
- 
I recognfc that we are also
discussing the matter itself, but the'actual item under
discussion is the Minutes 
- 
and therefore there must
be a record of the referral by the President. As it
happens, Mr Forth is correct in'what he said about the
contents of the Minutes. His observations came too
late to prevent a debate 
- 
he lodged obiections on
Monday but that is another matter. It was agreed by
the President that this important question would be
referreC back to the Committee on the Rules of Proce-
dure and Petitions in order to esteblish once and for
all 
- 
I am not going back over, all this since Mr
Sieglerschmidt explained it all quite adequately 
-that the rule governing committee quorums must be
taken seriously and that the only proof available to us
of the existence of a quorum is the cover page of the
relevant report. As far as I ani concerned, then, if it is
apparent that there was no quorum present, the
matter must automatically be declared inadmissible.
Mr Hord (ED). 
- 
Mr President, Mr von der Vring
' made the point that if the alternative aspect of Rule
103 (l) 
- 
the one-sixth alternativd 
- 
was invoked,
that would have been noted in the committee's report.
I think with respect, that that observation by Mr von
der Vring is irrelevant irr the circumstances. As to Mr
Janssen van Raay, if this situation is illegal because it
does not conform to the Rules, it does not really
matter whether it was noted on Monday or now. The
thing is illegal, and the Presidency is perfectly right to
withdraw this rbport. In this context I feel that the
House owes a debt of gratitude to Mr Forth who noted
this shortcoming. Furthermore, over and above the ille-
gality under our Rules, this serves to confirm that
many of our committee meetings are held with an
insufficient number of members present. 'I sincerely
hope that this episode will lead to our committees
having more members present to deal with the busi-
ness in hand.
Mr von der Vring (S). 
- 
(DE)W President, I want
to oppose that. The responsibility for the legal validity
of a cornmittee report lies above all with the chairman
of that committee. If the Rules say that for a vote a
quorum must be established, it is the committee chair-
man's duty to see to this. If you say here that appear-
ances indicate that the committee chairman acted ille-
gally, you are speaking irresponsibly in that you have
not spoken to him and established what the situation
is. I therefore urge you once more not to make any
decision now 
,but ,to. defer the vote.
Mr van Minnen (S). 
- 
(NL) Mr President, the
committee on the Rules of Procedure and Petitions
has already had occasion to speak a good number of
times. I think that Mr Janssen van Raay would agree
with me that the committee must discuss this matter
thoroughly. But can the Bureau explain how it
proposes to overcome the following difficulty ? Twice
already the Committee on the Rules of Proeedure and
Petitions has been unable to meet because its
members could not get a quorum together. The next
meeting has already been cancelled in advance !
President. 
- 
Personally, I fully share Mr Siegler-
schmidt's view. However, my personal opinion carries
no more weight than that of any other Member of this
House.
Nonetheless, as President, I have a duty ois-d.-ois our
Rules of Procedure and the agenda.
I would therefore say this: we shall not vote today but
as there is a genuine problem the matter will be
referred to the Bureau and to the Committee on the
Rules of Procedure and Petitions. If the first page of
the report gives the names of those who voted and the
result of the vote, it should also indlcate whether there
was a quorum.
I am not criticizing the chairman of the committee
since it is possible that, at the moment the vote is
being taken, he may not notice whether or not a
quorum is-_present. There is no obligation to'establish
each time whether or not there is a quorum if nobody
requests it. However, if the result indicates that a
quorum was not present the need for a decision auto-
matically arises.
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Mr Geutier (S). 
- 
(DE) Since it is a question to both
Commission and Council and deals with the same
subiect, it would be wasting the Parliame,nt's time to
deai with it twice, since the same people would be
speaking on it.
Mr von der Vring (S). 
- 
(DE) Mt President, we
maintain that the agenda is not in order. It was
decided on Monday to put off this question. The point
is not whether Mr Gairtier would like to have it one
way or the other: the President said on Monday that
thii item should be removed from the agenda, and I
distinctly heard him say so. This can be checked'
President. 
- 
If there are no obiections, we shall
delete this item.
Mr Spencer (ED). 
- 
Mr President, given the
element of levity which crept into the end of last
night's debate on the Viehoff ieport and which led me
to lose the last 30 seconds of my time. I wonder
whether I could merely Put on the record that my
group, while nervous about some of the details of the
iepoit, has from the beginning suppolgd- the prin-
ciple and will vote for the rePort. I would like to make
that clear to Mrs Viehoff, the rapporteur, because at
various stages in the debate last night it had not been
clear, and while I do not want to make a personal
statement I would iust like to put that clearly on the
record.
President. 
- 
Your comment has been noted.
Mr Forth (EP).- ttt President, I have several points
to make on the Minutes, and they all refer to that
same matter 
- 
the Viehoff report. They are to be
found on page 63 of the English version.
First of all, I did not request that the matter be
referred back to committee in the sense stated' I
requested that the President refer the rePort back
because it was invalid, there having not been a
quon"lm present in the committee. That is the first
ioint. I did not ask for a vote. I asked for the Presi-
dent to refer the rePort back, and that is quite a
different matter.
Secondly, there is no record here of the Presidency
agreeing to refer this matter of validity and quorums
in committees to the appropriate committee. I assume
that in this case it would be the Committee on the
Rules of Procedure and Petitions. There is no record
of this and yet it was agreed by the Presidency last
night.
Thirdly there is no record of my colleague, Mr
Pearce;s attemPt to intervene in Mr Spencer's speech
with Mr Spencer's agreement and being refused by the
Presidency. I would like that to be on the record
because Rule 6(4) allows this, and I think that on the
occasions when the Presidency refuses such interven-
tions that should be in the record as well.
So there are three items under that same heading in
which I dispute what the Minutes say. I should like
them to be corrected, if You Please.
President. 
- 
Your statement has been noted. That
point will be corrected in the Minutes.
The situation concerning the Viehoff rePort has to be
clarified. I should Point out that during the debate on
this report the President was informed 
- 
and this is
also indicated in the document 
- 
that the quorum
provided for in Rule 103(1) of the Rules of Procedure
was not present when it was adopted in committee'
Therefore, as President, I am obliged to refer this back
to committee.
(Applaux)
Mr Arndt (S). 
- 
(DE) | Protest against this decision,
since the plenary sitting had put this item on the
agenda at a proPosal from the President. Not only
tf,at, you should find out how many were present, for
that is the decisive point, not who actually took part
in the vote. The report indicates only who took part
in the voting, not whether anyone took no part at all
in the voting. Once the plenary sitting has put this
item on the agenda, the occupant of the Chair cannot
refuse to put it to the vote without a decision on the
House's part.
President. 
- 
In the first place, it was possible for it
to be debated, and that, in fact, took place. But before
it can be voted on, the text must comply with the
Rules of Procedure, i.e. it must be properly adopted'
As chairman of the sitting I must note that this was
not the case.
Mr von der Vring (S).- (DE)Mr President, I must
protest most strongly against this completely wrong
interpretation of thi Rules o( Procedure. I would ask
you to look at the appropriate Rule once more very
carefully. There it says that 'a committee may validly
vote when one-quarter of its members are actually
present,' not that a vote is only valid when a least one-
quarter of its members have taken part in it.
The procedural page of the rePort states that five
p.rront took Part in the vote, but how many sat there
and perhaps read the newsPaPer because they attached
no importince to the question of au pairs cannot be
establiihed. If you now say that on examining the
matter you find that this vote was not valid, your state-
ment i; not based on facts, only on appearances and
suppositions. Now that an obiection has 
,been raised
to-your conclusion, the onus is on those who maintain
that the vote was not valid.
I would recommend, Mr President, that you bring the
matter before the Bureau and that it then be decided
- 
since there is no urgency 
- 
whether this was in
order. I would also urge that we Put it to the vote on
the Monday of the next part-session in Strasbourg and
do not allow the report to be automatically sent back
to committee.
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IN THE CHAIR: MR ESTGEN
Vice-President
(The sitting was opened at 9 a.m)
l. Approaal of tbe illinutes
President. 
- 
The Minutes of yesterday's sitting have
been distributed.
Are there any comments ?
Mr Goutier (S). 
- 
(DE) I want to ask a question
about Item 241 of the agenda. If I am not mlstaken,
we removed my oral question from the order of busi-
ness on Monday, because it was addressed to the
Commission and to the Council and Mr Dankert had
said on Monday that the Council could not be
present. I7e therefore decided to defer Mr Johnson's
oral question and mine to the next part-session.
Today, however, it figures once more on tlie agenda as
a question addressed to the Commission, and there
seems to me to be little point in leaving it there and
repeating the question to the Council on the next
occasion. Moreover, the Minutes imply that it was
completely removed from the order of business.
I would suggest that we adhere to what we decided on
Monday.
President 
- 
Only the question addressed ro the
Council was put off.
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Mr Ryan (PPE), in writing. 
- 
To say that the present 
_draft of the. I 984 budget is a -deep
disapiointment is to make-an underitatement. Notwithstanding this sad state of affairs,
111y iiirt Christian-Democratic colleagues will vote for it as the best available in deplor-
able circumstances.
The deplorable circumstances are the cash limits imposed by the 
.culpable failure .of
narrow-minded nationalist orientated Ministers to increase the cash resources of the
Community. !flere Parliament to reject the budget as !t 19w stands or to have added to
expenditure which already has reached the legal limit, Parliament would hand over to the
Council of Ministers, whom Parliament does ;ot trust, the final say in constniction of the
1984 budget.
parliament's record is a good one. Not only this year, but ever since our election in 1979
Parliament has fought f6r an economic and industrial policy 
_to de]elop F'rrrspean *16.
programmes to .o,ib.t the scourge of unemployment and to haul Europe inO the tech-
ni.il .g., on a par with the US and Japan. The lethargic Council of Ministers has
obstrucLd ptogt.is towards a meaningful industrial or energy policy'
Parliament has protested again and again at the economic lunacy of food imports into
europe pe.mittei by the C-ommissioriand encouraged by some elements in the Council
of Ministers, thereby defeating the goal of food seft-sufficiency, one of the obiectives of
the common agticultural PolicY.
The case for self-sufficiency and the guarantee of food supplies flies out of the door when
cattle and milk are produced from imported cereal substitutes, manioc, maize gluten,
soya, molasses and brans. Any chance oi raising the living standards. of small farmers in
pJoi ,.gionr highly dependent on agriculture is put seriously 3t lilk if computerized,
i,igt ty J.pit.lizei factory sryle plants ln the heartland of Europe's rich industrial centres
.rJ ur"a to produce rnilk 'frotn imported food or to Produce butter substitutes from
imported vegetable oils.
Our voting on amendments and details of the budget indicate o-ur concern to arrest the
slide towaids agricultural production based on imports and on industrial plants which will
ruin employmlnt and toii.ty in rural areas. $7e have also supported the provision on
meaningiul'assistance for fisheries. Other expenditure increases commend themselves to
us but "*itt th. exception of aid for Dublin and for minor languages, we have had to
resist the inclination to vote for them because of resultant budgetary chaos.
The balance between revenue and expenditure has to be maintained. Therefore, while
there are many projects dear to our hiarts 
- 
because if implemented they could trans-
form the face-oi Europe 
- 
we are unable to vote for them if the consequences would
lead to the budget going through the permissible roof. It would be pointless, indeed irre-
sponsible, to vJte f-or e-*pendiiures *,hich could not be met from revenue. It would be
cruel to raise false hopei, and inevitably our voters would 
- 
they certainly should 
-
exact retribution from'parliamentarians who engaged in an exercise in cynicism'
By showing unity in the adoption of the budget with all 
-its.short-comings and ommis-
silns, Parliiment .a, say to t-he people of Europe this is the best that can be done, until
such time as the Councit of Ui.rirt.is and the Member States face up to the inexplicable
truth that Europe cannot do better until its member governments will it, and until the
Parliament, which has consistently spoken for the people, is given the power to imple-
ment their will.
The European electorate will not have failed to notice that the highest recorded number
of Members present and voting was recorded 330 out of a House ol 434 members. I7hen
no amendment or modification can be carried without not less than 218 members Present
and voting, it is a matter of serious concern that so many members should be absent'
The frequent absence of nearly a quarter of Parliament's members is unfair to the people
of Euroie and unfair to the other three-quarters of the membership who have to carry a
much gieater load and run the risk that their endeavours will be rendered useless by their
colleagues' absence for vital votes.
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My motives are threefold : First, there must be a degree of trust between political groupshere as well as between the Member states and p.opi., 
"f E;-p. if ;ur community is tosucceed...second, my group's opposition to Amendment No 5?3 m.kes it more _ notless 
- 
likely that the rebates *itt uu held in reserve for a rongei period.
Third because my individual duty is not to fight for any national government 
- 
they dothat themselves very effectively, too effectively-in 
-y ofirrion ,.rr.oigr, their over-abuse ofthe veto 
- 
but rather.to make Europe work betier'on u.rriii"i'my constituents inLincolnshire. I can do that by strengthining the Parliamen,', pr.r*.. on the Council ofMinisters, at their meetings at Atheis and a-fterwards, to force ihem finally to *.t. ti.iilong overdue decisions to contror overproduction of 'rn*.ni.a .g;;rtuj ,urptur.. .iJto secure an automatic formula for rebates for any Member State-which finds iiself in anunacceptable situation.
Mr o'Donnell (PPE), in,yrit!7c1_.I syRRort fuily the additionar funds voted today infavour of the Regional and Social Funds. I aiso rupport the extra funds voted for develop-ment aid to the Third !7orld and for agricultur.l'rt-.tur.. and fisheries.
I do not wish to detract from the importance of extra regional and social aid for the area Irepresent in this Parliament' However, I must make it cl-ear that there can be no adequate
substitute for a strong and relevant agricultural policy. In this House, in the Commission
and in the Council of Ministers therJseems to Le a.irowing uetier trrat by controllin!,oiin fact-reducing, agricultural spending, we can develip otnE pori.i.r. rni, i, ,i-pty'.oitrue' !7hat we need is a 
_strong agriiultural policy to mainta'in the social fabric in theperipheral regions and adequati regional and'social policies to a.r.lop ..,a ,t..r,gth.r,those regions' I must warn. my coli-eagues that any.weakening of the agricultural policywill destroy those very regions *n .r.- trying to help.
There is a 
-strong feeling in parliament that we should do more to solve the unemploy_ment problem. I agree fully with.this. Again I must state clearly that the un.-ptoyli.itproblem will get even worse in the regi6n I represent if we continue to undermine the
common agricultural policy. The commission's. recent super-levy proposars, if applied tothe. region I represent, wilr be an absolute disaster..orro-i.Jlli a'na sociaily.'rr. i;Ireland must reject the proposed-changes in relation to the miLk ,.'.,oi. rn... i.'ro poiniat all in robbing the agricultural poriiy to deverop ott.. potici.r. ---
Parliament must now concentrate its attention on re-moving the limit on communityfinanbes. only by doing this can we make any contribution to resolving the unemploy-ment problem and developing other community policies. \u7e must maintain and
strengthen the Community policies that we have and go on to make a real contributionto the unemployment problem.
Mr Pranchire (coM), in yrityng. 
- 
(FR) I am grad that parliament has adopted theamendment we put before the council for ihe adof,tion of .. ,.gri.;on designed to doaway with the monetary compensatory amounts, poiitiu. .rra n.g""tin., and pr"event suchamounts from being created'.
This. is an interesting advance which would help French producers, who have, for anumber of years, been the victims of unacceptable distortions of competition.
But.the neg*ive asPects still remaining are reflected in the voting by the maiority of ourParliament. Parliament'has.not followe-d,up our initiative r" 
"- 
ilpf"s of vegetable oilsand fats, despite a favourable vote by the committee on Agriculiure and to restore abalance in the EAGGF to the advantage of small and mediumi-scrle frr-e.s, for exampleby taxing'production-line dairies '. oi the contrary, it has upheld Mrs Scrivener,s moveto withdraw 825 million ECU from the EAGGF ,nd hold them in reserve with the clearly
stated objective_of pressurizing the council to adopt the commisriont propor.tr-oireform of the CAP, proposals *hich ,.e rejected by family fr.;.;;. -
For this basic reason I shall vote against the Scrivener report.
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If I knew that Scotland would get its fair share of the refund and if I approved of the
spending programme, I would have had no reason to vote for the transfer to ChaPter 100.
I did not vote against the refund. I voted to ensure more stringent controls. I have greater
faith in the Community to look after Scottish interests than I have in !flestminster.
Yes to the refund but no to a blank cheque to Mrs Thatcher.
Champions of the money-back argument will appreciate my argument for the return of
Scottish oil and whisky revenues to Scotland. The Community refund to the UK is a
mere pittance of the Scottish budgetary deficit.
Besides, the refund would be less necessary if the Conservatives sought Community
support for suitable schemes such as the ADP and RET.
I will vote against the budget as a gesture of my complete dissatisfaction with the
financing of the CFP.
Mr Frischmann (COM), in writing. 
- 
(FR) The French members of the Communist
and Allies Group will vote against Mrs Scrivener's resolution. My honourable friend Louis
Baillot has explained why. However, I should explain that we were appreciative of the
proposal by thi Committee on Budgets 
- 
that is to say, the amendment tabled by them
- 
bn n.*, Community measures to develop a European industrial policy. Ve voted in
favour of this, because we think it necessary that the Community should take positive
steps towards industrial cooperation. But the text proposed Presents no real Suarantee as
to ihe content and criteria for implementation of the new policy. \7e shall thus 
-pay great
attention to this matter. It is our belief, as reflected in the French Government's memo-
randum on industry and research that 
- 
and I quote 
-'technological innovation, striv-ings towards scieniific progress, and increases in productivity can only advance if the
workers are involved in these things by virtue of training, improved working conditions,
negotiation and conciliation and freedom of expression.
'If the first duty of Europe is to take up the great technological challenge of the end 
_of
the twentieth century, it is above all because this will enable it to find starting points for
new growth which will generate lasting employment.'
Mr Robert Jackson (ED), in writing. 
- 
Over the past week the European Democratic
Group has been negotiating in good faith to obtain a commitment from the other polit-
ical groups in the Parliament not to discriminate against the British refunds for 1983 in
applying budgetary pressure on the Council.
In the end we have concluded that the commitments which the other political grouPs
were prepared to make in this respect were not sufficiently solid. I7hile we appreciate
their ifforts to come to terms with us, we have accordingly decided not to Proceed with
the 'compromise' which we had been seeking to neSotiate.
There is no doubt that these efforts of British Conservatives in the European Parliament
have brought home to all our Continental colleagues the fact that the Parliament cannot
put effective pressure on the Council by applying pressure to only one Member State. The
EOC *itt be working constructively over the next month to ensure that when the decisive
vote comes in December the majority in the Parliament will refuse to discriminate against
the United Kingdom. !fle achieved this earlier this month in the vote on the 1982 risk-
sharing refund ; and we will try to do it again in December when the Parliament votes on
the 1983 refund.
Mr Newton Dunn (ED), in writing. 
- 
I shall vote for the resolution for the following
strong reasons : I voted for the Parliament's compromise package in the Budgets
Committee, and today for Amendment No 541 to hold 5 o/o ol agricultural spending in
the reserve and for Amendment No 563 to similarly hold the British and German rebates
in the reserve.
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Scrivener have stated, I can only say that Parliament has made amends with today's deci-
sion for its folly of two weeks ago, and will perhaps be making amends for the events of
yesterday.
(Applause)
I urge everyone to support this motion for a resolution, including those who believe thEy
still have doubts. They should attempt to win confidence, and we must attempt to secure
this confidence by and during the second reading, for we do not know how things will
turn out in the Council. If this resolution is adopted, then the Council will know exactly
what Parliament wants, and should make real efforts to accommodate Parliament's wishes.
Among other thinp thc Council ought to think hard who it should send to meetings of
the Conciliation Committee: whether it should send officials, who have no partiaular
Powers to negotiate, or those in whom political power is vested ! In the past this was
always a shortcoming on the part of the Council: that our interlocutors were primarily
officials who told us that they were tied by this and that, and had no room to manoeuvre
in negotiations. It is thus necessary that, in the further consultations between now and the
second reading, the Council should behave differently towards us from the way it has
done in the past. Moreover, it must be said once again that all this has been achieved in
difficult circumstances, and all the more credit is due as a result to the rapporteurs 
- 
Mrs
Scrivener and Mr Pfennig 
- 
and, as Mrs Scrivener has already said, to our secretariat, not
forgetting the interpreters and the entire Parliament staff who have had to work in the
most difficult of circumstances. Our thanks are due to all of them, and I hope we shall
continue to help each other towards mutual understanding, despite occasional misunder-
standings, so that in December or whenever we can arrive at an appropriate result. Many
thanks once again to everyone 
- 
also to you, Mr President, for your generous and
tolerant guidance of our discussions this morning.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I too wish to second the various votes of thanks expressed to all those who,
at the political level 
- 
and I am thinking particularly of the two rappofteurs Mrs Scriv-
ener and Mr Pfennig 
- 
but also Mr Balfour ...
(Loud applause)
who have helped us achieve this remarkable success. I would also add my own thanks to
the Parliament staff.
(Applause)
Mr Baillot (coM), in writing, 
- 
(FR) During the general debare, the French member
of the Communist and Allies Group emphasized two essential points of the budget which
they judge to be unacceptable.
One is the holding in reserve under Chapter 100 of 825 million ECU in order once more
to bring pressure to bear on the council, on the eve of the Athens summit, and on the
Commission to restrict the common agricultural policy and thus threaten the income and
future of small and medium-scale farmers.
The second is the concession once more made to the united Kingdom in granting it
hundreds of millions of ECU, when it has not yet refunded the excess sum paid to ii in
1980 and 1981.
In the light of these circumstances, the French members of the Communist and Allies
Group will vote against Mrs Scrivener's report.
Mrs Ewing (DEP), in writing. 
- 
The Euro-Tories considered treezing the UK refund.
I felt at liberty to do likewise.
Unlike them I had no wish to freeze agricultural expenditure 
- 
the CAP has its defects,
but my constituents are dependent upon it 
- 
particularly since the Conservatives have
cruelly dismissed the possibiliry of a i 450 m ADP in my area.
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Mr Moller (ED). 
- 
(DA) Together with Mr Kirk, I belong to those in our group who
willingly supported Mr Balfour's endeavours to reach a compromise and who, on this occa-
sion, regret that we did not get what Mr Fich calls a global compromise on the budget for
1984. I believe that that could have put greater pressure on the Council, when the final
decision is taken on the British contribution, if a decision had been taken by Parliament
today. But that was not the case, and I regret that. I will vote in favour of what has been
approved on the final budget, and Mr Kirk will do likewise. I should next like to say to
Mr Bonde that both of us here on this side of the House voted against the transfer of agri-
cultural appropriations to Chapter 100, as we did not feel that, when the compromise was
not accepted, was not carried through and could not be carried through, we were bound
by a single provision of this compromise.
Mr Louwes (L). 
- 
(NL) My group will warmly supPort the resolution, even though we
regret that some of our number were not willing to go along with the great compromise.
But we understand this. \fle are glad that one of our members, Mrs Scrivener, has been
the architect of this budget debate which, in more than one regard, is a historic one. It is,
I think, the first time that Parliament has had a lady rapporteur. It is under her guidance
that we have completed this very disciplined and harmonious budget discussion, and it is
also thanks to her endeavours that we have been able to take a historic decision which
proves that we are no longer a paper tiger as we were two weeks ago. Indeed, Mr Presi-
dent, it is no mean achievement, and we congratulate not only the rapporteur but also the
entire House.
Mrs Scrivener (L), ra.pporteur. 
- 
(FR) Let me say first of all how right I think Parlia-
ment was to act as it has done today in view of the elections which await us in 1984. It
was important that we should show ourselves able to act with unanimity.
Of course, we do not all have the same ideas on the same subiects, but I think the
compomise we have attempted to reach, even though some of us have been unable to
approve it 
- 
and to some degree I understand why they were unable to take the plunge
- 
has shown that this Parliament 
- 
and this seems to me an essential point 
- 
has
come of age, and that greater account must now be taken of it 
- 
I address myself more
particularly to the President of the Council 
- 
for whilst we have done our work to the
best of our ability, we have sent you this political signal, and we expect a political reply to
it.
(Applause)
Don't forget, all the problems are related, and in the next few weeks we expect to see deci-
sions and a reply which is a true reply.
It only remains for me now to thank all my colleagues, all those who have helped me, the
coordinators of the political groups, but also the secretariat of the Committee on Budgets
whose members, as always, have assisted me throughout. I was going to say all of them;
for even those whom I did not always meet have always been working away behind the
scenes. My very special thanks, of course, 8o to my two collaborators who have worked
night and day of late in order to put before you what we have put before you today.
Nor must I forget our Chairman, who has had the task, often such a delicate one, of
steering through this entire business of the Committee on Budgets. But what really
counts is that which, together, we have achieved today.
(Loud applausc)
Mr Lange (Sl, Cbairman of tbe Committee on Budgets. 
- 
(DE) Firstly, I would just like
to say that Parliament has kept to the limits agreed on among the groups. Indeed, in our
voting we have even fallen a little short of these limits. The expenditure side totals some
545 million ECU. That is four million below the target figure of 550 million ECU.
Commitment appropriations total a mere 2 500 million ECU'
This result has been achieved in circumstances which are extremely difficult and politi-
cally unfavourable. In respect of what a number of honourable Members and not least Mrs
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I should like in this connection, however, to express my regrets that on one crucial point
one group, namely the European Democratic Group, could not endorse the global agree-
ment drawn up in Parliament 
- 
fortunately, we got the motions passed anyway 
- 
but
this means that one of the largest groups has decided to isolate itself politically. I7e have
frequently been attacked for taking anti-British decisions. \7e did not do that today, but
the group I have iust mentioned, which contains many British members, decided today of
its own accord to isolate itself. I hope that the members of this group will reconsider the
political situation before we come to deal with the budget again in December, so that
there can then be unity, more or less, among the political groups. In conclusion, I should
like to emphasize my belief that, with our votes today, we have provided a good basis for a
fairly sensible budget before the end of the year. I believe that we have made an effort. I
hope that the Council will make just as much of an effort, when it too deals with this
matter.
Mr Adonnino (PPE). 
- 
gT) Let me say right away that the Group of the European
People's Party will vote as one in favour of the Scrivener resolution. There are four reasons
for this.
Firstly, we think it is a good idea to make as much use as possible of the remaining
Community funds for this financial year. Secondly, we are happy with the way the funds
have been spread over the different titles and chapters, since this reflects together with
the demands of the other groups many of our priorities. Thirdly, we feel that the fact that
the budget includes considerable but reasonable and balanced allocations for commit-
ments in future financial years has again helped to show the other Community institu-
tions what the aims and priorities of this Parliament are. Fourthly, we feel that the resolu-
tion and the budget as a whole, in th.e shape they are going to be approved, will illustrate
the clear and definite political will of this Parliament ois-d-ois the European Council, and
hence the other institutions of the Community, with regard to what we expect to
encourage and improve the building of Europe.
It is in this context that I wish to mention the problem of the United Kingdom. I7e have
spent a long time trying to reach an agreement and if possible a unanimous vote in this
House. Unfortunately we have not managed to. \7e are very sorry about this, even if we
do understand the reasons.
!7'e want to make it clear that we have not withdrawn what we decided to include in the
justifications of the amendments with regard to the non-discrimination guarantees. The
reason for this is not so much the desire to win the agreement of our British colleagues
- 
even if we hoped that this might be possible 
- 
but above all because we are
convinced that this is the best way to develop a policy which is genuinely Europe-
oriented. That is why 
- 
I address my words to the European Democratic Group 
- 
we
have maintained our position even without your agreement.
Lastly, let me echo Mr Fich in saying that I am pleased at the way in which this Pailia-
ment has, to my mind, shown that it knows how to work together for specific ends. I7e
know that the budget and the complex budgetary procedure are perhaps the most typical
expression of our powers. I believe that our broadly unanimous response will also help to
strengthen the moral power of this Parliament.
(Applause from tbe Group of the European Peopleb Partl)
Mr Balfour (ED). 
- 
I am very conscious of the effort made by our friends in other
groups to come a long way to dispose of discriminatory amendments and to include
wording which clearly states Parliament's wish to avoid discrimination whilst retaining its
full budgetary powers in December. I regret that the majority of my group felt unable to
make this act of faith, but I understand it. I believe that Parliament, as indicated by Mr
Fich's speech and what my friend, Mr Adonnino, has just said, is prepared to show that it
will not discriminate against any Member State. One day we shall be able to vote in this
Chamber with absolute trust and faith, without need for guarantees and bits of paper and
in support of Communiry objectives without fear of criticism back home that this is tanta-
mount to disloyalty or treason.
(Loud applause)
